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F.O FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

F.1 INTRODUCTION

This Fina Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code 821000 et seq.) and CEQA
Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, 815000 et seq.). According to CEQA Guidelines Section
15132, the FEIR shall consist of:

The Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report (DREIR);

a
b. Comments and recommendations received on the DREIR either verbatim or in summary;

o

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DREIR;

d. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process; and

e. Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

This Section contains responses to comments received on the Church of the Woods DREIR, and provides a
summary of revisions made to the DREIR in response to public comments. These comments were received
during the public review period for the DREIR, which commenced on January 9, 2019 and concluded on
February 22, 2019. In accordance with the above-listed requirements, this FEIR for the proposed Church of
the Woods project (hereafter, the “Project”) and associated discretionary and administrative actions consists
of the following:

1. Comment letters and responses to public comment; and

2. Thecirculated Church of the Woods DREIR and Technical Appendices (SCH No. 2004031114) with
additions shown as underline text and deletions shown as stricken text identified in Table F-2, Errata
Table of Additions, Corrections, and Revisions.

ThisFinal Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) document was prepared in accordance with the CEQA Statute
and Guidelines and represents the independent judgement of the CEQA Lead Agency (County of San
Bernardino). This FEIR and the DREIR comprise the Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed
Project, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132.

F.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

A. CEQA Requirements

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and notes that the focus of
review and comment of Draft EIRs should be:

...on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts
on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be
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aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably
feasible...CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all
research, study, and experimentation recommended or suggested by commenters.
When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, aslong as a good faith effort at full disclosureis made in the EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises that, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or
expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not
be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(d) also
notesthat “ Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focusits comments on environmental information
germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(e) states that “This
section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewersto comment on the general adequacy of a document
or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.”

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the County will supply copies of the written responses to
commenting public agencies at least ten (10) days prior to certifying the FEIR. The responseswill be provided
along with an electronic copy of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, that conform to the legal standards
established for response to comments.

Additionally, a comment that draws a conclusion without elaborating on the reasoning behind or, the factual
support for, those conclusions does not require aresponse. Under the CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency is
obligated to respond to comments “raising significant environmental issues’ with “good faith, reasoned
analysis.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) and (c)). These responses “shall describe the disposition of
significant environmental issues raised ... [and] give reasons why specific comments and suggestions were
not accepted” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c)). To the extent that specific comments and suggestions
are not made, a specific response cannot be provided and is not required. Per CEQA Guidelines Section
15088(c), the level of detail contained in the response may correspond to the level of detail provided in the
comment; responses to general comments may be general.

B. Responses to DREIR Comments

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the Lead Agency to evaluate comments on environmental issues
received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DREIR and to provide written responses
to any substantive comments received. This Section provides al comments received on the DREIR, the
County’ s response to each comment, and a summary of revisions made to the DREIR as part of the FEIR in
response to the various comment letters and to correct any errors.

Comment letters were received during the DREIR public review period which began on January 9, 2019 and
closed on February 22, 2019. A total of 212 comment letters were received by the County of San Bernardino
regarding the DREIR for the proposed Project. A list of agencies, organizations, and persons that submitted
comments regarding the DREIR is presented in Table F-1, Organizations, Persons, & Public Agencies that
Commented on the DREIR. A copy of each comment letter and a response to each environmental issue raised
in those lettersis provided on the following pages. No comments submitted to the County of San Bernardino
on the DREIR have produced substantial new information requiring recirculation or additional environmental
review under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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Table F-1  Organizations, Persons, & Public Agencies that Commented on the DREIR

Cint;tTe?]t Commenting Organization, Person, or Public Agency Date
1 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) — San 02/07/19
Bernardino-1nyo-Mono Unit
2. South Coast Air Management District (SCAQMD) 02/20/19
3. California Department of Transportation — District 8 02/22/19
4. State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State (OPR) 02/25/19
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
5. Cdlifornia Water Boards — L ahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 03/01/19
(WQCB)
6. Save Our Forest Association, Inc. 02/24/19
7. San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 02/25/19
8. Sierra Club San Bernardino Mountains Group 02/25/19
9. Sierra Club San Bernardino Mountains Group 02/25/19
10. Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, LLP 02/25/19
11 Caldwell, Carola 01/21/19
12. Craig, Debra 01/22/19
13. McAllister, Carol 01/23/19
14. Oebermann, Steven 01/23/19
15. Overby, Waymon 01/24/19
16. Miller, Ashley 01/25/19
17. Wahl, Brad 01/27/19
18. Richardson, Katherine 01/28/19
19. Jahelka, Daniel 01/29/19
20. Mark, John 01/30/19
21. Brown, Gaylynn 02/01/19
22. Herrmann, Bill 02/02/19
23. Alexander, Teresa 02/03/19
24, Gayle, Tamara 02/03/19
25. Meers, Daniel 02/03/19
26. Meshorer, Gwen 02/03/19
27. Mansinon, Joshua 02/04/19
28. Dick, Tessa 02/04/19
29. Pelaez, Monica 02/04/19
30. Gayle, Tamara 02/04/19
31. Avila, Robert 02/05/19
32. Holtzen, Angela 02/05/19
33. Wurm, John 02/05/19
34. Gayle, Tamara 02/06/19
35. Stricker, Gary 02/06/19
36. Tinucci, Terrence 02/06/19
37. Metchis, David 02/09/19
38. McCreary, Andrew 02/09/19
39. Morgon, Greg 02/09/19

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino
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Cin;tTe?ﬂlt Commenting Organization, Person, or Public Agency Date
40. Shelton, Margery 02/10/19
41. Edwards, Kim 02/11/19
42, Alexander, Jessica 02/11/19
43. Stufknosky, Dean 02/11/19
44, Andrews, Stephen 02/12/19
45. Clevenger, Matthew and Wesley Lynn 02/12/19
46. Dacks, Roberta 02/12/19
47. Downer, Nina 02/12/19
48. Dydo, Mary 02/12/19
49, Gaw, Colleen 02/12/19
50. Lain, Donna 02/12/19
51. Marin, William 02/12/19
52. Meers, Dani€l 02/12/19
53. Miller, David 02/12/19
54. Myers, Amanda 02/12/19
55. Selleck, Dawn 02/12/19
56. St. John, Tamara 02/12/19
57. Arriola, Joann 02/13/19
58. Coombs, Cathleen 02/13/19
59. Day, Noreen 02/13/19
60. Hamilton, Joanna 02/13/19
61. Hunter, Jennifer 02/13/19
62. Lemler, Nancy 02/13/19
63. Lemler, Sarah 02/13/19
64. Lopez, Robert and Linda 02/13/19
65. Macinka, Judie 02/13/19
66. Nichols, Pam 02/13/19
67. Simpson, Jeri 02/13/19
68. Smiley, Gloriann 02/13/19
69. Wahl, Brian 02/13/19
70. Wehrle, Monica 02/13/19
71. Welcome, Stacie 02/13/19
72. Horsfield, Jane 02/14/19
73. Lewis, Nancy 02/14/19
74. Smiley, Christine 02/14/19
75. DeBatte, Teri 02/15/19
76. Marinaro, Tracy 02/15/19
77. Martinez, Leanne 02/15/19
78. Noble, Tom 02/15/19
79. Pangan, Benjamin 02/15/19
80. Weber, Judy 02/15/19
81. Alexander, Travis 02/16/19
82. Campbell, Julie 02/16/19
83. DiGiovanni, Michael 02/16/19

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino
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Cin;tTe?ﬂlt Commenting Organization, Person, or Public Agency Date
84. Walter, Iris 02/16/19
85. Millette, Christie 02/16/19
86. Whitesell, Mary Ann 02/16/19
87. Arriola, Joann 02/17/19
88. Smith, Jen 02/17/19
89. Bennett, Patrick 02/18/19
90. Thompson, Elizabeth 02/19/19
91. Truvillo-Lyons, Yolanda 02/19/19
92. Laws, Michele 02/20/19
93. McAfee, David 02/20/19
94, Richardson, Helen 02/20/19
95. Braund, Stella 02/21/19
96. Buku, Marcy 02/21/19
97. Ferges, Michael 02/21/19
98. Gauthier, Jennifer 02/21/19
99, Harrison, Trevor 02/21/19
100. Horton, Jen 02/21/19
101. Houll, John 02/21/19
102. Livingston, Kirsten 02/21/19
103. Martineau, Tricia 02/21/19
104, Moore, Sarah 02/21/19
105. Tanner, Michelle 02/21/19
106. Rick & Mini 02/21/19
107. Bendler, Robin 02/22/19
108. Bloomer, Don 02/22/19
109. Butler, Sharon 02/22/19
110. Davis, Alise 02/22/19
111. Davis, Marion 02/22/19
112, Davis, Nichol 02/22/19
113. Davis, Teresa 02/22/19
114, Goodwin, Glenn and Tilda 02/22/19
115. Griffiths, Holly 02/22/19
116. Holeman, Debbie 02/22/19
117. Jones, LA 02/22/19
118. Kenaga, Aarin 02/22/19
119. Lopez, Linda 02/22/19
120. Meister, Klaus 02/22/19
121. Meshorer, Gwen 02/22/19
122. Myers, Lynn 02/22/19
123. Pope, Brenda 02/22/19
124, Salverda, Paul 02/22/19
125. Schuljak, Jayne 02/22/19
126. Smith, Mary 02/22/19
127. | Spaccia, Vaencia 02/22/19

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino
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Cin;tTe?ﬂlt Commenting Organization, Person, or Public Agency Date
128. | Thiele, Ken and Rosemary 02/22/19
129. Trulove, Nichelle 02/22/19
130. Willcutt, Erin 02/22/19
131. | Willman, Cynthia 02/22/19
132. | Wolverton, Ryan 02/22/19
133. Anderson, Carole 02/23/19
134, Arack, Patricia 02/23/19
135. Jochums, Bob and Shari 02/23/19
136. Lewis, Dan 02/23/19
137. Lowen, Steve 02/23/19
138. McReynolds, John 02/23/19
139. Merhar, Don 02/23/19
140. Meyer, Ralph 02/23/19
141. Pagel, Brad and Patricia 02/23/19
142. Pazsitzky, Steven 02/23/19
143. Peace, CYD 02/23/19
144. Portnoy, Lynne 02/23/19
145, Pratt, Richard 02/23/19
146. Saunders, Chris 02/23/19
147, Schafersman, Steven 02/23/19
148. Wright, P.T. 02/23/19
149. Alexander, Rhetta 02/24/19
150. | Allen, Doug 02/24/19
151. Allen, Sandra 02/24/19
152. Bates, Roy 02/24/19
153. Bereschik, George 02/24/19
154, Bolanos, Lisa 02/24/19
155. Bolanos, Lisa 02/24/19
156. Boydston, Steve and Shellie 02/24/19
157. Carroll, Toni 02/24/19
158. Chenoweth, Taylor 02/24/19
159, Coates, Ron 02/24/19
160. Daniels, Bruce 02/24/19
161. Farrell, Michael 02/24/19
162. Freeman, Harley 02/24/19
163. Gray, Kenneth 02/24/19
164. Gutta, Patricia 02/24/19
165. Lamont, Debbie 02/24/19
166. Loe, Steve 02/24/19
167. Luna, Bleu 02/24/19
168. Luna, Jaida 02/24/19
169. Luna, Mario 02/24/19
170. Luna, Rachel 02/24/19
171. Luna, Ruby 02/24/19

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino
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Cin;tTe?ﬂlt Commenting Organization, Person, or Public Agency Date
172. Luna, Yvonne 02/24/19
173. Markovich, Janice 02/24/19
174. McAllister, Daniel 02/24/19
175. Motley, Douglas 02/24/19
176. Ochart, Laure 02/24/19
177. | Schneider, Jeremy 02/24/19
178. Smith, Janice 02/24/19
179. | West, Tim 02/24/19
180. | Williams, Barry 02/24/19
181. | Williams. C.J. 02/24/19
182. | Aberg, Amanda 02/25/19
183. | Adrian, Ben 02/25/19
184. Black, Orchid 02/25/19
185. Bialecki, Hugh 02/25/19
186. Birge, Fletcher 02/25/19
187. Brage, Ken and Darlene 02/25/19
188. Burnette, Johnathan and Julie 02/25/19
189. | Chaparro, Gilbert and Lani 02/25/19
190. | Chai, Claudia 02/25/19
191. | Clay, Gary 02/25/19
192. Cuthbertson, Lee 02/25/19
193. Del Ross-Richer, Chris 02/25/19
194. Grant, Theresa 02/25/19
195. Lanzrath, Larry 02/25/19
196. Lopez, R. Brian 02/25/19
197. Luster, Kathleen 02/25/19
198. Mann, Maureen 02/25/19
199. Mullendore, Jennifer 02/25/19
200. Muller, Desiree 02/25/19
201. | Tetley, Rhea 02/25/19
202. | Walker, Susan 02/25/19
203. Weaver, Dana 02/25/19
204. | Weaver, Joseph (1) 02/25/19
205. | Weaver, Joseph (2) 02/25/19
206. | Weaver, Joseph (3) 02/25/19
207. Y oung, Holly 02/25/19
208. Dillard, Lawrence Jr. 03/05/19
2009. Craig, Richard N.D.
210. Taylor, Nancy N.D.
211 Thompson, Jerry N.D.
212. | Wedt, Tina N.D.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino
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C. Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan Modifications

Since the time the DREIR was circulated for public review and in response to public comments, the Project
Applicant made modifications to the Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan. In
summary, the revised Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan relocates the
caretaker/maintenance building from the northern boundary of the western parking lot to the eastern boundary
of the central parking lot; identifies the easterly driveway as “emergency access only” and identifies the
proposed gate at the easterly driveway; and identifies water quality best management practices (BMPs) along
State Route 18 (SR-18) that will address the small areas within the site that will drain to the Caltrans right-of-
way (ROW). Relocation of the caretaker/maintenance building was done in response to public comment, in
order to reduce impacts to biological resources caused by fuel management.

A copy of the modified Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan is shown as Figure F-1,
Revised Ste Plan. For comparison purposes, the version of the Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary
Grading Plan used in the DREIR is shown as Figure 2-7, Proposed Ste Plan, in Section 2.0, Project
Description, of the DREIR.

A copy of the modified limits of physical disturbance is provided as Figure F-2, Revised Proposed Physical
Disturbances. For comparison purposes, the physical disturbance limits used in the DREIR is shown asFigure
2-9, Proposed Physical Disturbances, in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the DREIR.

Modifications made to Appendix | of the Project-specific Drainage Plan (DREIR Technical Appendix F) to
shown the water quality BMPs on the Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Site Plan along SR-18 that
will address the small areas within the site that will drain to the Caltrans ROW are included as Attachment B
of this FEIR. For comparison purposes, the WQMP Site Plan used in Appendix | of DREIR Technical
Appendix F is shown in Attachment B of Appendix | of DREIR Technical Appendix F.

The modifications to the Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan are not considered
substantial and do not substantively change the Project Description of the DREIR, nor alter any of the
environmental impact significance conclusions disclosed in the DREIR in any ways that would result in new
or more severe environmental impacts. As such, the DREIR does not require recirculation under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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RESPONSESTO COMMENT LETTER 1
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

1-1:

The commenter accurately states that the Project siteislocated within a State Responsibility Area (SRA). The
County acknowledges that Cal Fire is responsible for the enforcement of basic fire safety regulations on all
proposed construction and development within the SRA. This comment does not raise any concerns related to
the DREIR. No revisions are required in order to respond to this comment.

1-2:

The County acknowledges Cal Fire's role and responsibilities with respect to the proposed Project. This
comment does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order
to respond to this comment.

1-3:

The County acknowledges Cal Fire' s responsibilities with respect to SRAs. This comment does not raise any
concerns related to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

1-4.

This comment summarizes the Forest Practice Act. The County acknowledges this comment; however,
logging is not proposed as part of the Project evaluated in the DRIER. This comment does not raise any
concerns related to the DREIR. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

1-5:

The proposed Project’s Fuel Modification Plan, included in the DREIR as Technical Appendix E2, provides
written evidence of compliance with the established minimum wildfire protection standards as described under
CCRTitle 14 Natural Resources Division, 1.5 Department of Forestry, Chapter 7 — Fire Protection, Subchapter
2 — SRA Fire Safe Regulations. As stated in Technical Appendix E2, the objectives of fuel modification are
to mitigate the effects of wildfire on people, their structures, and on environments that required protection.
The proposed Project’ s Fuel Modification Plan identifies defensible space zones on the ground. Asidentified,
fuel modification zone (FMZ) 1 isrequired to extend out 10 feet from the edge of the buildings and would be
cleared of hazardous flammable material. FMZ 2 is required extend out to 30 feet from the edge of the
buildings and would be characterized by a highly modified natural area (i.e., thinning of trees, thinning of
shrubs, pruning of trees). FMZ 3isrequired to extend out to 200 feet from the edge of the buildings and would
appear to be natural, but would not easily provide firebrands to the proposed structures. The boundaries of
these FMZs are designated to stop at the boundaries of the Project site. On the Project site, FMZ 1 and 2 areas
would not occur beyond the Project’ slimits of grading. FMZ 3 areaswould all occur within the Project’ slimits
of grading with the exception of approximately 0.66 acres that would extend into areas of the site beyond the
limits of grading. In these areas, all dead logs, branches, litter, and decaying organic material (i.e., leaves,
needles, and woody material) would be removed from the ground within FMZ 3. Standing dead material,
stems, vines, and non-productive trees would also be removed from FMZ 3. Thinning and pruning of trees
and shrubs would also occur within FMZ 3, and ongoing periodic maintenance would be required in the FMZ
3 areato ensure that the conditions of this zone are met.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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CCRTitle 14 Natural Resources, Division 1.5 Department of Forestry, Chapter 7 — Fire Protection, Subchapter
2 — SRA Fire Safe Regulations requires that all parcels 1.0 acre and larger shall provide a minimum 30-foot
setback for buildings and accessory building from all property lines and/or the center of aroad. The Project’s
Fuel Modification Plan outlines the required setback specific for the proposed Project, which complies with
the standard established in CCR Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter 2. Refer to FEIR Subsection
F.2.C, which explains that since the time the DREIR was circulated for public review, the Project Applicant
made modifications to the Conditional Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan to relocate the
caretaker/maintenance building from the northern boundary of the western parking lot to the eastern boundary
of the central parking lot, which reduces the need for fuel management in adjacent natural open space. A copy
of the modified limits of physical disturbance (including fuel management) is provided as Figure F-2, Revised
Proposed Physical Disturbances. For comparison purposes, the physical disturbancelimitsused in the DREIR
is shown as Figure 2-9, Proposed Physical Disturbances, in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the DREIR.
No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

1-6:

CCRTTitle 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 4 provides rules and regul ations that govern the harvesting of commercial
tree species. The Project, inclusive of on-site tree clearing as part of Project-related construction, does not
propose to function as a tree harvesting operation or Timberland Production. Therefore, CCR Title 14,
Division 1.5, Chapter 4 is not applicable to the Project and evidence of compliance is not necessary. No
revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 2
Southern California Air Quality Management District

2-1:

The commenter accurately summarizes the location and primary components of the proposed Project. This
comment does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order
to respond to this comment.

2-2:

This comment accurately summarizes the conclusions of DREIR Subsection 3.B, Air Quality. This comment
does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond
to this comment.

2-3.
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-5 through 2-11D.
2-4.

Responses to all of SCAQMD’s comments are provided above and below and the County acknowledges the
contact information provided by SCAQMD.

2-5:

The Project Applicant proposes to undertake site preparation in a single phase and site grading in a single
phase. However, as explained in DREIR Subsection 2.5.1(B), construction of the buildings would occur in
two phases, with 27,364 s.f. of the assembly building to be constructed as part of Phase 1 and a 41,037 s.f.
addition to the assembly building and a 1,500 s.f. maintenance building/caretaker residence to be constructed
as part of Phase 2. The two building construction phases are acknowledged in Section 1.7 of the Air Quality
and Greenhouse Gas Analysis (DREIR Technical Appendix B). The air quality analysis conservatively
evaluates aworst-case construction condition for the Project by assuming simultaneous construction of 47,809
s.f. of building areain asingle phase. The 47,809 s.f. used in the CalEEM od modeling includes 46,309 s.f. of
assembly building space (instead of 41,037 s.f., which is the most space that would actually be constructed in
a single phase (Phase 2)) and 1,500 s.f. for the on-site caretaker’s residence. Site preparation, grading, and
building construction activities would not overlap. As shown in Table 5-1 on page 32 of the Air Quality
Analysis (DREIR Technical Appendix B), the peak daily emissions are primarily associated with site
preparation and not building construction. As shown in Table 5-1, even if the analysis considered the
construction of the Project’s full 69,901 s.f. of building area in a single phase, emissions associated with
building construction still would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria pollutant. Accordingly,
the DREIR made appropriate assumptions regarding the overlap of construction-related emissions, and such
assumptions do not represent an inconsistency between the Project Description and the CaEEMod
assumptionsin the Air Quality Analysis.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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2-6:

As discussed in Response to Comment 2-5, the Air Quality nalysis evaluates the worst-case conditions
associated with Project-related construction activities. The table below illustrates the peak daily construction
emissions from Table 5-1 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis (DREIR Technical Appendix B),
combined with the total operational emissionsfrom Table 5-3 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis
(DREIR Technical Appendix B), in comparison to the SCAQMD thresholds for construction emissions.
Adding the operational emissions listed in Table 5-3 of DREIR Technical Appendix B to the construction
emissions listed in Table 5-1 of DREIR Technical Appendix B would not result in any exceedances of the
SCAQMD construction emissions thresholds. Furthermore, the table below assumes a worst-case scenario
with construction activities overlapping with operation of the full 69,901 s.f. of building area, which would
not occur in reality because construction activitieswould cease prior to operation of thefull facility. Therefore,
any potential overlap in the construction and operation of the Project would result in a less-than-significant
impact.

Phase | cO | ROGs | NOx | PMw | PM2s | SOx
Construction
Peak Emissions| 443 | 148 | 88 | 93 | 50 | -
Operational
Tota Emissons| 209 | 32 [ 89 | 51 | 14 | 51
Combined Emissions
| 652 | 18 | 987 | 144 | 64 | 51
SCAQMD Thresholds
Construction 550 75 100 150 55 --
Exceedance No No No No No No

2-7:
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-5.
2-8:

Please refer to Response to Comment 2-6. Project operations would not overlap with the site preparation or
grading phases of construction because site preparation and grading would be completed prior to the
construction of any of the proposed buildings. Additionally, as shown in the table below, adding the
operational emissions listed in Table 5-3 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis (DREIR Technical
Appendix B) to the building construction, paving, or architectural coating phaseslisted in Table 5-1 of DREIR
Technical Appendix B would not result in any emissions exceeding the SCAQMD’s operational thresholds.
Therefore, any potential overlap in the construction and operation of the project would result in a less-than-
significant impact.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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Phase | coO | ROGs | NOx | PMw | PM2s | SOx
Construction
Pesk Emissions'| 331 | 148 | 363 [ 44 | 19 | -
Operational
Tota Emissons| 209 | 32 | 89 | 51 | 14 | o1
Combined Emissions
| 54 | 18 | 452 | 95 | 33 | 01
SCAQMD Thresholds
Operationa 550 55 55 150 55 150
Exceedance No No No No No No
1. Excluding site preparation and grading emissions. These phases are anticipated to be completed prior to Phase 1 and Phase 2 of Project

construction and overlap would not occur.
2-9:

Depending on the engine size, off-road equipment has been required by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) to meet Tier 2 requirements since between 2001 and 2006. Therefore, although
newer Tier 3 and Tier 4 equipment is available and could be used onsite, Tier 2 was used as the default
assumption for the off-road equipment to provide a conservative analysis of Project-related emissions. The
Project construction emissions would not exceed any of the SCAQMD thresholds with the use of Tier 2
equipment, and under CEQA, mitigation measures are not required for effects which are found to be less-than-
significant (see CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(3)). Notwithstanding the fact that the Project’ simpacts would
be less than significant, the mitigation described below (Mitigation Measure MM-3.B-1) has been added to
Subsection 3.B.8.2 of the DREIR to ensure that the Project’ s construction contractor(s) use no lessthan Tier 3
construction equipment for equipment pieces exceeding 150 horsepower.

MM-3.B-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or a building permit, the County shall verify that the
following notes are included on the construction document(s). These notes also shall be
specified in bid documents issued to construction contractors. The Project’s construction
contractors shall be required to ensure compliance with the notes and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by County of San Bernardino staff or its designeeto confirm
compliance.

“ During construction, all construction equipment (> 150 horsepower) shall be
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 3
Compliant or better. The construction contractor shall keep a log of all construction
eguipment greater than 150 horsepower demonstrating compliance with this
requirement, and the log shall be made available for inspection by San Bernardino
County upon request.”

“ Construction equipment engines (> 150 horsepower) shall be maintained in good
condition and in proper tune per manufacturer’s specification for the duration of
construction. Maintenance records shall be made available for inspection by San
Bernardino County upon request.”

“ Al diesel-fueled trucks hauling materials to and from the construction site shall comply
with CARB'’ s 2010 engine emission standards.”
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“ Sgns shall be posted at the construction site entry and on the construction site stating
that vehicle engineidling islimited to 5 minutes or less.”

The addition of MM-3.B-1 to Subsection 3.B.8.2 is indicated in Section F.3, Additions, Corrections, and
Revisions, of this FEIR.

2-10:
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-9.
2-11:

Please refer to Response to Comment 2-9. As noted, the Project would not result in any significant impacts
related to air quality, and under CEQA mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to
be significant (see CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15126.4(a)(3)). Refer aso to the Responses to Comments 2-11.A
through 2-11.D.

2-11.A:

Notwithstanding the fact that the Project’s air quality impacts would be less than significant, Mitigation
Measure MM-3.B-1 has been added to Subsection 3.B.8.2 of the DREIR, to require that diesel-fueled trucks
hauling materials to and from the Project site during construction shall comply with CARB’s 2010 engine
emission standards.

2-11.B:

Notwithstanding the fact that the Project’s air quality impacts would be less than significant, Mitigation
Measure MM-3.B1 has been added to Subsection 3.B.8.2 of the DREIR, to require that construction equipment
engines be maintained per manufacturer’s specification, with maintenance records made available for
inspection by San Bernardino County upon request.

2-11.C:

Notwithstanding the fact that the Project’s air quality impacts would be less than significant, Mitigation
Measure MM-3.B1 has been added to Subsection 3.B.8.2 of the DREIR, to require that construction equipment
engines be maintained per manufacturer's specification, with maintenance records made available for
inspection by San Bernardino County upon request.

2-11.D:

The County acknowledges the SCAQMD’ s SOON Program; however, the County has no enforcement ability
to encourage private enterprise participation in a voluntary program. For this reason, and the fact that the
Project’s air quality impacts will be less than significant, no revisions to the DREIR are required in order to
respond to this comment.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 3
California Department of Transportation —District 8

3-1:

The commenter accurately describes the location and primary components of the proposed Project. The
County acknowledges the statements made by the commenter regarding CalTrans' roles and responsibilities
with respect to the proposed Project. The County acknowledges that the proposed Project’s Traffic Impact
Analysiswasreviewed by CalTrans Traffic Operations, Forecasting, Electrical Operations, and Design units.
The County also acknowledges that the proposed Project’s Preliminary Drainage Study was reviewed by
Cdtrans Hydraulics unit. The comments received from each unit are addressed below in Response to
Comments 3-2 to 3-13.

3-2:

The Opening Y ear analyzed in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is 2018. Based on the length of time it takes
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), it is not unusual for the estimated opening date to shift
dlightly during the review process. The Opening Y ear will now be assumed to be 2020. This minor changein
the Opening Y ear, however, would not result in any new significant traffic impacts nor achange in the DREIR
analysis or conclusions. Direct impacts are based on an Existing Plus Project scenario, which the Opening
Year does not affect. Further, the TIA and DREIR analyze Buildout Year 2040, which would capture any
reasonably foreseeable impact in the interim opening year condition because no major transportation system
improvements were assumed to be in place in 2040 that would not be in place at the opening year. The TIA
appropriately evaluates existing and existing plus Project conditions as well as cumulative and cumul ative plus
Project conditions as required under CEQA.

3-3:

The Project’s proposed easterly driveway is for emergency access only and is proposed to be gated. The
Project-specific TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix H) dated September 12, 2018, includes a description of the
easterly driveway in Section 2.0, Project Description, page 5. Since the time the DREIR was circulated for
public review and in response to public comments, the Project Applicant made modificationsto the Conditional
Use Permit Site Plan & Preliminary Grading Plan, including identification of the easterly driveway as
“emergency access only” with a proposed gate A copy of the modified Conditional Use Permit Site Plan &
Preliminary Grading Plan, showing the emergency-only access label and gate is shown as Figure F-1, Revised
Ste Plan.

3-4.

The installation of a new traffic signal at Project Driveway/SR-18 is a Project Design Feature that will be
constructed with the completion of the Project. Figures 18 and 19 of the TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix H)
include intersection geometrics for the existing and opening year, with Project, with improvements conditions.
Because the signal is a Project Design Feature, it is not included in the mitigation measures sections of the
TIA, or the DREIR. Refer to DREIR Subsection 2.4.1(A)(3), which states*...the Project would install atraffic
signal at the proposed driveway” (DREIR page 2-19). Also refer to Figure F-1, Revised Ste Plan, which calls
out the signal.
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3-5:

The intersections of Project Driveway/SR-18 and Bear Springs Road/SR-18 were coordinated with Caltrans
as part of preparation of the TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix H). Caltrans indicated that these signals are
anticipated to be in place prior to occupancy of the Project. Appendix C of the TIA includes the Synchro
worksheets for both locations.

3-6:

The intersection of Project Driveway/SR-18 is a Project Design Feature that will be constructed with the
completion of the Project. Tables H, I, J, and K, of the TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix H) indicate
intersection levels of service with improvements. Because the signal is a Project Design Feature, it is not
included in the mitigation measures sections of the TIA, or the DREIR. Refer to DEIR Subsection 2.4.1(A)(3),
which states“...the Project would install atraffic signal at the proposed driveway” (DREIR page 2-19). Also
refer to Figure F-1, Revised Ste Plan, which calls out the signal. The levels of service with the traffic signal
at Project Driveway/SR-18 areincluded in Tables D, E, F, and G of the TIA.

3-7

Refer to Responsesto Comments 3-5 and 3-6. Also refer to DREIR Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 which
obligate the Project Applicant work with Caltrans to install a signal at the intersection of Bear Springs
Road/SR-18, and to pay fair sharefeesto Caltransfor traffic signal installations|ocated further from the Project
site and identified in Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 should a mitigation fee be established by Caltrans. At thetime
this response was prepared, Caltrans had not yet prepared a nexus study to establish the fair share mitigation
fee payments. Theinstallation of traffic signals on State routes is within the jurisdictional control of Caltrans
and the timing of the improvements are outside of the control of the Project Applicant and the County of San
Bernardino. As aresult, the DREIR concluded that these mitigation measures would not be feasible for the
County to assure, and that the impact would be significant and unavoidable.

3-8

This comment identifies atypographical error in DREIR Table 3.1-2 (taken from Table D of DREIR Technical
Appendix H) and Table 3.1-4 (taken from Table E of DREIR Technical Appendix H). DEIR Tables 3.1-2 and
3.1-4 and Technical Appendix H Tables D and E have been corrected in the Final EIR to show that Bear Springs
Road/SR-18 indicate “Yes” in the Project Impact column, indicating that the Project would have a significant
impact at this intersection location. The typographical corrections are indicated in Section F.3, Additions,
Corrections, and Revisions, of thisFinal EIR. Notwithstanding the typographical correctionsin thetables, the
DREIR correctly concluded, on DREIR page 3.1-17, that the proposed Project would result in a significant
direct impact to the Bear Springs Road/SR-18 intersection and the impact would require mitigation. The
correction of the typographical error in the tables does not change the conclusions reached by the DREIR. The
DREIR included Mitigation Measure MM 3.I-1 (see DREIR pages 3.1-18 and 19), to address the Project’s
significant impact to the Bear Springs Road/SR-18 intersection. However, as discussed under DREIR
Subsection 3.1.9 and in Response to Comment 3-7, the County cannot assure timing of the implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.1-1, because installation of the needed traffic signal at this location falls under the
jurisdiction of Caltransand it is outside of San Bernardino County’ s authority to compel Caltransto install the
signal in any particular timeframe. Asaresult, the DREIR concluded that these mitigation measures would not
be feasible for the County to assure implementation, and that the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
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3-9:

As standard practice during County review of the Project’ s construction drawings (during the building permit
plan check process), the County will require that a truck turning template be shown to accommodate the wide
turning movements of trucks at the Project’s entrance driveway. In addition, the construction drawings are
required to show adequate turning movements for emergency vehicles, including fire trucks.

3-10:

As shown in the Project’ s application materials on file with the County, a standard shoulder is proposed to be
provided within the Caltrans right-of-way along the frontage of Project site.

3-11:

According to the Project’s civil engineer, W.J. McKeever Inc., there is an area in the southeastern portion of
the Project site that, in its natural state, drains onto the Caltrans right-of-way. This area contains 129,197.00
s.f. or 2.97 acres. In the developed state of the Project, Mckeever reports that there would be 91,560.42 s.f. or
2.10 acres draining to the Caltrans right-of-way. Of thisarea, 68,721.43 s.f. or 1.58 acreswould remain in its
natural condition. These post-Project undevel oped and developed conditions are shown in an Addendum to
the Project’ s Drainage Study published by McKeever and appended to the FEIR as Technical Appendix F1.
Also attached to the Drainage Study Addendum are rational method hydrology calculations using the 100-yr
1-hr storm event. Theresultsare: 1) Pre-development Qio0= 16.759 cfs and 2) Post-devel opment Qioo= 15.192
cfs. In summary, the amount of water directed to the Caltrans right-of-way will be less under proposed
conditions that occurs under existing conditions. In addition, the Project Applicant added BMPs to the Project
to addresswater quality in thisarea, as shown in Attachment B to thisFEIR. The presentation of thisnumerical
data and the addition of BMPs is not significant new information and does not change the conclusions reached
by the DREIR. The Drainage Study appended to the DREIR circulated for public review was fundamentally
and basically adequate, and as such, recirculation of the DREIR is not warranted due to the addition of the
information presented in this response and in the Drainage Study Addendum as set forth in § 15088.5 of the
State CEQA Guidelines.

3-12:

The storm drain referred to in this comment is planned by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District
as part of aregional erosion control project called the “Rimforest Storm Drain Project,” which underwent an
independent CEQA review with EIR certification by the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisorson May
23, 2017 (SCH No. 2015051070). This regional storm drain project is designed to accept developed flows
from the proposed Church of the Woods Project, but will be installed by the County Flood Control District
completely independently from the Church of the Woods and regardless if Church of the Woods is devel oped
or not. Thisstorm drainwill be installed and maintained by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District.
For these reasons, this comment does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No revisions are required
in order to respond to this comment.

3-13:

Refer to Appendix | of DREIR Technical Appendix F for a copy of the Project’s Water Quality Management
Plan (WQMP) prepared in compliance with the County’ s Stormwater Program. In response to this comment,
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the Project Applicant added BMPs to the Project to address water quality for the small area draining to the
Caltrans ROW, as shown in Attachment B to this FEIR.

3-14:
The County acknowledges the commenter’s contact information and will contact CalTrans if there are any

substantive Project updates and/or questions that may affect CalTrans facilities. As a commenting party on
the DREIR, Caltrans will receive al pertinent public notices related to the Project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4
Califor nia Office of Planning and Resear ch — Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

4-1:

The County of San Bernardino acknowledges this letter, which confirms the close of the public review period
for the DREIR as of February 22, 2019, and confirms no State agencies submitted comments by that date.
(Regardless, it is noted that the County received comment letters from Caltrans and the California Water
Boards, which are included as Comment Letter 3 and Comment Letter 5, respectively). The County further
acknowledges that in relation to the proposed Project, it has complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 5
California Water Boards— L ahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

5-1:

The County received this comment letter following the close of the DREIR public review period. Although
CEQA does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments, the County has opted to provide written
responses to these comments.

5-2:

The County recognizes the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) as a Responsible
Agency and acknowledges that the Lahontan RWQCB has provided comments pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
§ 15096.

5-3:

The County acknowledges the Lahontan RWQCB’ s recommended revisions to the DREIR. Following public
review of the DREIR, the Project Applicant has agreed to delay construction of the Project until the County
installs all components of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District’s Rimforest Storm Drain project
that would materially affect either the Church of the Woods Project or Project site. Revisions to the DREIR
to reflect this commitment of the Project Applicant are identified in Section F.3, Additions, Corrections, and
Revisions, of the FEIR. Thus, no changes to the DREIR are required to address Project obligations to build
any portion of the Rimforest Storm Drain. Additionally, and as described in DREIR Subsection 2.1.13 (at
DREIR page 2-14), the groundwater well was abandoned and capped in the 1980s, and no changes to the
capped well are proposed as part of the Project. Text has been added to DREIR Subsection 3.F.1.2 (at DREIR
page 3.F-4) indicating that discharges of any water pollutants in excess of water quality standards would
congtitute a violation of the Basin Plan, unless otherwise permitted. Thisrevision isindicated in Section F.3,
Additions, Corrections, and Revisions, of the FEIR.

5-4:

The County acknowledges the Lahontan RWQCB' s authority over the groundwater and surface waters located
within the Lahontan Region. The County also acknowledges the general information regarding the Basin Plan
included on the Lahontan RWQCB'’ s referenced website.

5-5:

Please refer to Response to Comment 5-3.

5-6:

As described in DREIR Subsection 2.1.13 (at DREIR page 2-14), the groundwater well was abandoned and

capped in the 1980s, and no changes to the capped well are proposed as part of the Project. For thisreason, it
is not necessary to further destroy the abandoned and capped well.
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5-7:

In response to this comment, the DREIR has been clarified to state that that water pollutant discharges of any
kind into any waterbody above applicable water quality standards would constitute a violation of the Basin
Plan. The revisions made are indicated in Section F.3, Additions, Corrections, and Revisions, of this Fina
EIR. The addition of this statement is not significant new information and does not change the conclusions
reached by the DREIR; as such, recirculation of the DREIR is not warranted as set forth in § 15088.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

5-8:

In response this comment, the DREIR has been revised to identify the majority of the Project site as being
under the jurisdiction of the Lahontan RWQCB. This revision is indicated in Section F.3, Additions,
Corrections, and Revisions, of the FEIR. The authority of the Lahontan RWQCB pertaining to the Project site
was disclosed in the DREIR and the amplification made in the Final EIR about the extent of jurisdiction is not
significant new information and does not change the conclusions reached by the DREIR; as such, recirculation
of the DREIR is not warranted as set forth in § 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.

5-9:

In response to this comment, the County has revised the DREIR to identify the potential need for the Project
to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality Certification in Table 2-5, Project Approvals/Permits, and DREIR
Subsection 2.4.1 item No. 6. The revisions made are indicated in Section F.3, Additions, Corrections, and
Revisions, of this FEIR. As stated in Response to Comment 5-3, the Project Applicant has agreed to delay
construction of the Project until the County has installed the components of the Rimforest Storm Drain project
that affect the Project and Project site, likely negating the need for the Church of the Woods Project Applicant
to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality Certification.

5-10:

The County acknowledges the potential required approvals and permits issued by either the State Water
Resources Control Board or Lahontan RWQCB in DREIR Table 2-5 located on page 2-30 of the DREIR. Also
refer to Response to Comment 5-9.

5-11:

Responses to al of the Lahontan RWQCB’s comments are provided above. The County acknowledges the

contact information provided. Asacommenting party on the DREIR, the Lahontan RWQCB will receive al
pertinent public notices related to the Project.
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RESPONSESTO COMMENT LETTER 6
Save Our Forest Association, Inc.

6-1:

The County acknowledges the Save Our Forest Association, Inc.’s (SOFA’S) response the DREIR. This
comment does not rai se any concernsrelated to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond
to this comment.

6-2:

This comment summarizes Lake Arrowhead Community Plan LA 1.31, Unique Characteristics. This
comment does not raise any concernsrelated to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond
to thiscomment. The proposed Project’ s impacts related to community character are analyzed in Table 3.G-1
and Table 3.G-2 of the DREIR.

6-3:

Whilethe County staff and the decision-makerswithin the County will takeinto consideration the commenter’s
position regarding the merits of the Project in consideration of Project approvals, the comment does not identify
any specific deficienciesin the analysis disclosed in the DREIR. The Project’ s impacts to traffic, community
character, and natural resources are addressed in DREIR Section 3.1, Transportation and Circulation, Section
3.G, Land Use, and Section 3.C, Biological Resources. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to
respond to this comment.

6-4:

Whilethe County staff and the decision-makerswithin the County will takeinto consideration the commenter’s
position regarding the adequacy of the DREIR in consideration of Project approvals, the comment does not
provide any evidence to support the claim that the Project was vaguely described. DREIR Section 2.0, Project
Description, includes sufficient details regarding the Project site’ s environmental setting (Subsection 2.1), the
Project’s overall physical characteristics (Subsection 2.2), the Project’s objectives (Subsection 2.3), and the
Project’ s construction and operational characteristics (Subsection 2.5). Norevisionsto the DREIR arerequired
in order to respond to thiscomment. Further, all of the Project’ s application materials on file with the County
are part of the Project’s public, administrative record.

6-5:

The proposed Project’s effects to drainage and terrain are addressed in DREIR Section 3.F, Hydrology and
Water Quality, and Section 3.D, Geology and Soils. The County has found that the Project is compliant with
the Development Code Chapters cited in this comment. Chapter 82.13 addresses Fire Safety, Chapter 83.08
addresses Hillside Grading Standards, and Chapter 88.01 addresses Plant Protection and Management. The
comment does not provide any information about why the commenter believes that the Project is non-
compliant. Therefore, no revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.
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6-6:

Development Code § 88.01.090 cited in this comment istitled “ Tree Protection from Insects and Disease” and
addresses felled trees that are cut and left exposed on a property for more than 15 days. The Project isrequired
by law to comply with the County’ s Development Code, inclusive of § 88.01.090, and the method(s) that the
Project will employ to mandatorily comply with § 88.01.090 will be determined in conjunction with the
issuance of grading permits.

6-7:

This comment is related to a project located within the Blue Jay Community that is unrelated to the proposed
Project. Thiscomment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the analysis disclosed in the DREIR. No
revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

6-8:

The DREIR describes the existing condition of the Project site as containing trees and indicates that tree
removalswill occur in the Project’ s devel opment footprint as part of Project-related construction. Theremoval
of trees associated with the Project’s construction is an inherent part of the proposed Project evaluated in the
DREIR and is evaluated as such throughout the environmental analyses contained DREIR, particularly but not
exclusively in DREIR Section 3.C, Biological Resources.

6-9:

This comment is an accurate excerpt from the DRIER. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to
respond to this factual statement.

6-10:

The Project is a private development project proposed on privately-owned property. LACP Policies LA/CI
1.3 and 1.4 address road design, and the Project does not propose any roads other than internal private
driveways on the privately-owned property. Related to LACP Policy LA/CI 1.6, SR-18 isthe only public road
that can provide access to the Project site and the Project is compliant by proposing only one driveway
connection and a secondary gated emergency-accessto SR-18. Related to LACP PoliciesLA/CI 1.7, 1.13 and
3.3, the Project includes the proposed installation of one traffic light at the Project’ s driveway access with SR-
18. Theother SR-18 and SR-189 intersectionsin the Project’ s study areathat meet traffic signal warrants meet
the warrants in long-term condition (buildout 2040) due to projected ambient growth in the area, with or
without the addition of Project-related traffic. With the installation of signals, al SR-18 and SR-189
intersections in the Project’s study area will operate at acceptable levels of service. Regardless, because the
installation of traffic signals on State routes is within the jurisdictional control of Caltrans and outside of the
control of the County of San Bernardino, the County cannot assure that the signals planned by Caltrans will
bein place before the Project isin operation and contributing traffic at these locations. Asaresult, the DREIR
concluded that these mitigation measures would not be feasible for the County to assure, and that the Project
therefore has the potential to cause (in the short-term at two intersections) and contribute (in the long-term at
five intersections) significant and unavoidable traffic impacts.
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6-11:

The Project’ simpacts to visual quality, terrain, fire hazard, and erosion are addressed in DREIR Sections 3.A,
Aesthetics, 3.D, Geology and Soils, 3.E, Hazards, and 3.F, Hydrology and Water Quality. Based on the
analyses presented, the DREIR correctly concludes that Project would not be in conflict with the plans and
policies cited in this comment. Further, the DREIR repeatedly recognizes SR-18 (which occurs adjacent to
the Project site and not on the Project site) as a Scenic Byway. DREIR Section 3.A, Aesthetics, Threshold b,
specifically addresses the Project’ s potential impacts to the Scenic Byway and concludes based on substantial
evidence that implementation of the Project as proposed would have aless-than-significant impact.

6-12:

The County acknowledges this comment describing SR-18. The proposed Project’s effects to the scenic
character of SR-18 are depicted in DREIR Figure 3.A-2 through Figure 3.A-4. Asillustrated on Figures 3.A-
2 through 3.A-4, the proposed Project would not significantly impact the prominent views looking south from
SR-18. Views of the Project site from the surrounding areas are limited to intervening topography and tree
cover. Accordingly, the Project site does not offer adistant vistathat providesrelief from less attractive views
of nearby features. Additionally, ornamental landscaping that would be installed as part of the Project would
partially screen portions of the proposed building. For these and the other reasons explained DREIR Section
3.A, Aesthetics, the County has determined that the proposed Project would not result in substantial adverse
effects to scenic resources along SR-18. This comment does not raise any deficiencies within the analysis
disclosed in the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

6-13:

The County acknowledges this comment regarding L ake Arrowhead Community Plan Goal LA/OS 4 and San
Bernardino County General Plan Conservation Element Goal M/CO 1. The comment accurately describesthe
Project site’s location in relation to the Strawberry Creek Open Space Corridor. The Project’s effects to the
Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor are adequately addressed on DREIR page 3.C-23 of Section 3.C,
Biological Resources. This comment does not raise any deficiencies within the analysis disclosed in the
DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR arerequired in order to respond to this comment.

6-14:

The Comment erroneoudly states there is “no documentary evidence of occurrence and location of sensitive
species on the project.” Section 3.C.8 of the DREIR (pages 3.C-20 & 3.C-21) includes detailed discussion the
occurrence and location of Southern Rubber Boa, San Bernardino Flying Squirrel, California Spotted Owl and
Nesting Birds. Additional analysis isincluded in Technical Appendix C of the DREIR. In addition, please
refer to Response to Comment 6-13 regarding the wildlife corridor.

6-15:

Please refer to Response to Comment 5-3. Following public review of the DREIR, the Project Applicant has
agreed to delay construction of the Project until the County installs al components of the San Bernardino
County Flood Control District’s Rimforest Storm Drain project that would affect either the Church of the
Woods Project or Project site. Assuch, the Church of the Woods Project would have no impact to jurisdictional
drainages or wetlands.
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6-16:

The County acknowledges the report prepared by Greg Kamman attached as Attachment C to Comment L etter
10. Please refer to Responses to Comments 10C-1 through 10C-11.

6-17:

The comment accurately states that the Project site islocated within a“Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area’
within a Local Responsibility Area. While this statement is true, the proposed Project has been required to
demonstrate compliance with State, regional, and local standard and non-standard conditions and regul atory
reguirements that reduce the risk of exposure to wildland fires. Please refer to Response to Comment 1-5. In
addition, as a Project Design Feature, the proposed Project would install fuel modification zones (FMZs). To
reduce fuel management impacts to biological resources, the Project Applicant has relocated the proposed
location of the maintenance/ caretakers building, as shown on FEIR Figure F-1. Information regarding the
proposed Project’s FMZs is provided on Page 3.E-5 of the DREIR, as revised by the Final ERIER to reflect
moving of the proposed maintenance/caretakers building. In addition, the San Bernardino County Fire
Department will require the proposed Project to provide proof of compliance with applicable fire protection
planning requirements prior to the issuance of building permits. In the event of awildland firein the area, the
Project site would most likely be utilized as an evacuation center, as the Project’s expansive irrigated open
space areas would provide opportunities for sheltering in place, ssimilar to the high school or middle school.
The proposed sports field and large open areas within the Project site could be used to stage people, cars, and
fire trucks. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to
exposing people and structures to wildland fires. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond
to this comment.

6-18:

The County acknowledges that the commenter has previously commented on the adequacy of the Draft EIR
prepared for the proposed Project on June 16, 2010. The County is exercising the discretion authorized by
CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments made during
the public review of the 2010 Draft EIR. The DREIR was prepared in full compliance with the CEQA, State
CEQA Guidelines, and the County of San Bernardino Guidelines, including project definition, foreseeable
impacts, and feasible mitigation measures. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

6-19:

This DREIR was prepared in full compliance with the CEQA, State CEQA Guidelines, and the County of San
Bernardino Guidelines, including project definition, foreseeable impacts, and feasible mitigation measures.
The DREIR’s conclusions are based on substantial evidence in the public record. No revisionsto the DREIR
arerequired in order to respond to this comment.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
Page FEIR-51
















































I Church of the Woods
.D Final Environmental Impact Report F.0 Final EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 7
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society

7-1:

The County acknowledges the commenter’s response the DREIR. This comment summarizes the San
Bernardino Valley Audubon Society’s background. This comment does not raise any concerns related to the
DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-2:

While the County decisionmakers will take into consideration the commenter’ s position regarding the merits
of the Project as part of their consideration of Project approvals, the comment does not identify any specific
deficiencies in the analysis disclosed in the DREIR. The Project’s impacts to biological resources are
addressed in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, of the DREIR, while impacts to aesthetics are addressed in
Section 3.A, Aesthetics. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-3:

While the County decisionmakers will take into consideration the commenter’s position regarding the merits
of the Project in consideration of Project approvals, this comment does not identify any specific deficiencies
in the analysis disclosed in the DREIR to support the statement that the DREIR does not adequately or
accurately assess serious environmental conflicts. The DREIR is fundamentally adequate, complies with
CEQA, and al conclusions within the DREIR are supported by substantial evidence provided in the DREIR
or the Project’s administrative record. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

7-4.

Comments acknowledged. A detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with all applicable San
Bernardino County General Plan policiesis provided in DREIR Section 3.G (refer in particular to Tables 3.G-
1and 3.G-2). Asindicatedin Table 3.G-1, the Project would be consistent with or otherwise would not conflict
with all applicable Genera Plan policies, including policies related to grading and site design. Further, a
detailed description of the proposed Project, including proposed changes to the site' s topography, is included
in DREIR Section 2.0, Project Description, and a detailed analysis of potential impacts resulting from such
changesisincluded in DREIR Section 3.F, Hydrology and Water Quality (refer to the analysis of Thresholds
c. d., and e). Furthermore, impacts to biological resources were evaluated in detail in DREIR Section 3.C,
Biological Resources, which identifies mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts to biological
resources to below thresholds of significance. The DREIR discloses the full extent of the Project’ s impactsto
biological resources, and concludes that impacts would remain significant and unavoidable on a cumulatively
considerable basis following the implementation of mitigation measures. Impacts associated with aesthetics
are evaluated in DREIR Section 3.A, Aesthetics. Where significant impacts have been identified, the DREIR
includes mitigation measures to reduce such impacts to the maximum feasible extent in proportion to the extent
of the Project’s impacts. This comment does not specifically identify any deficiencies with respect to the
DREIR'’s conclusions as to the significance of the Project’s environmental effects, nor does this comment
identify specific ways in which the DREIR understated the Project’s potential impacts to the environment.
Comments regarding the merits of the proposed Project are acknowledged, and will be considered by the
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County decisionmakers in consideration of Project approvals. No revision to the DREIR is warranted by this
comment. Refer also to the individual Responsesto Commentsidentified in this letter, below.

7-5:

The DREIR contained a thorough analysis of the Project’ s impacts to aesthetics in DREIR Section 3.A. The
analysisin DREIR Section 3.A includes three separate visual simulations that provide a realistic depiction of
the Project’s aesthetic impacts as compared to existing conditions. As such, the County disagrees with the
commenter’ s assertion that the DREIR “diminished” the Project’s potential aesthetic effects. Rather, as stated
on DREIR page 3.A-9, although the Project site is undeveloped and is covered by montane coniferous forest,
the Project site does not contain any unusual or unique features that comprise a dominant part of the viewshed
from SR-18 (SR-18). The Project site does not contain any scenic resources as they are defined in the Open
Space Element of the San Bernardino General Plan, and lands within the Project vicinity (and along SR-18)
have been developed with commercial, residential, and school uses. The Project’ s impacts to aesthetics were
analyzed against the Thresholds contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, and the DREIR
provides substantial evidence that the Project as proposed would not result in significant impacts to scenic
vistas, State scenic highways, or due to a substantial degradation in the visual character or quality of public
views of the site. The commenter fails to identify other scenic criteria against which the DREIR should have
analyzed the Project’ s aesthetic impacts. The Project’s consistency with the County’s General Plan Policies
is addressed in DREIR Section 3.G, Land Use (refer to Table 3.G-1), which demonstrates that the Project
would be consistent with or would not conflict with any applicable General Plan policies, including policies
related to aesthetics and visual quality. This comment does not identify any alternative criteria against which
to evaluate the Project’s aesthetic impacts beyond what is aready presented in the DREIR, and thus, no
revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-6:

Comment noted. Please refer to the individual Responses to Comments provided by Mr. Dave Goodward,
below.

7-7

The County has provided notice that it is exercising the discretion authorized by CEQA Guidelines 8
15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments made during the public review of
the 2010 Draft EIR. Additionally, this comment isrelated to another project, the Hawarden Development Site
project. Thiscomment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the analysis disclosed within the DREIR
to support the statement that the Project’s habitat assessment is in accurate or misleading. The Project’s
impacts to the Southern Rubber Boa (SRB) are addressed in DREIR Section 3.C, Biological Resources, the
conclusions of which are substantiated by the Project-specific Habitat Assessment appended to the DREIR as
Technical Appendix C. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-8:

Focused or protocol surveys for the Southern Rubber Boa (SRB) or any other species are used to determine
the presence of absence of that species within the survey boundaries. There are several species where even a
strict adherence to conducting protocol surveys may not provide a reasonable determination whether the
species is present on a site or not. Such species as California tiger salamander and Mohave ground squirrel
are seldom seen either during favorable years and USFWS and CDFW will often not accept negative surveys
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as sufficient evidence of absence from asite. Instead, these agencies often require an assumption of presence
of the species on the project site and determine mitigation based on the potential presence and the quality of
the existing habitat for that species. Such isthe case herewith SRB, an extremely secretive speciesthat seldom
emerges into open habitat where it can be seen. Following this accepted practice of assuming presence of a
speciesallowsa CEQA Lead Agency and project applicantsto work with the USFWS and CDFW to determine
mitigation based on the suitability of onsite habitat based on the results of a habitat suitability assessment of
the site by a biologist certified to conduct protocol surveys for that species. Using this methodology, areas
with moderate or higher quality habitat will be assumed to be occupied by the species, with impacts mitigated
as determined through the issuance of an incidental take permit (ITP) from CDFW. The approach of assuming
presence is commonly-accepted methodology and has been used by San Bernardino and regulatory agencies
for other projectsin the area, including the deamination of potential impacts to the SRB at SkyPark at Santa’'s
Village for which the County of San Bernardino certified an EIR (SCH No. 2015091001) and determined the
extent of mitigation through the CDFW’s TP process. The same practice/methodology is appropriate for the
Church of the Woods site and for determining mitigation for the loss of potentially occupied SRB habitat;
SkyPark is located within the same vicinity (approximately 2.7 miles east of the Project site) and contains a
similar environmental setting as compared to the Project site. As stated on FEIR page 3.C-20, only low-quality
SRB habitat will be removed by the development of the Church of the Woods. The type of disturbance
activities anticipated in FMZ 3 beyond the development footprint would be limited to the removal of dead or
decaying vegetation and tree thinning and pruning. These types of fuel management activities in low-quality
SRB habitat would not significantly impact the quality of the SRB habitat with the careful management of fuel
management disturbance activities required through the CDFW’s ITP process. Additionally, the DREIR
identifies Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b) as a requirement of the Project, discussed in further detail on
DREIR page 3.C-26, which requires that all high quality and moderate quality SRB habitat be permanently
preserved onsite and managed in perpetuity by a CDFW-approved land management entity using a non-
wasting endowment to fund management activities as reviewed and approved by CDFW through the ITP
process. All management requirements are required to be documented in a Long-term Management Plan and
submitted to CDFW as part of the application process for the ITP. Using this clearly defined, effective, and
approved methodology, the Project’s impacts to SRB (assumed to be present) will either be avoided or
minimized, and a long-term management process put in place to provide permanent protection and in
perpetuity management for potentially SRB-occupied habitat. No revisionsto the DREIR or DREIR Technical
Appendix C are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-9:

Appropriate mitigation, expected to consist of onsite permanent conservation, will be determined through the
Project’s ITP process with CDFW. Suitable habitat that is set aside as mitigation must be biologically
equivalent or superior to the habitat that islost. CDFW’s ITP process requires that potential impacts to SRB
be fully mitigated. It does not set apolicy of a3:1 mitigation ratio. At thistime, it is expected that Church of
the Woods would be able to fully mitigate its biological impacts onsite because only low-quality SRB habitat
will be impacted by the Project and its fuel modification zone (FMZ) 3, and fuel modification would only
consist of dead or decaying vegetation removal and tree thinning and pruning that would not significantly
impact the quality of the SRB habitat with careful management of the fuel management disturbance activities.
All 1.65 acres of high-quality habitat, 2.18 acres of moderate-quality habitat, and 9.57 acres of low-quality
habitat will be permanently preserved and managed in perpetuity as directed by CDFW during the I TP process
(refer to DREIR mitigation measure MM-3.C1[b]). Onsite conservation will require several steps—selecting
and quantifying the proposed conservation area, placing a Conservation Easement (CE) over the area that will
provide for its permanent preservation, preparing a Long-term Management Plan that will be used by aCDFW
approved land management entity, and setting up a non-wasting endowment based on the required funding
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needed for in perpetuity management as documented in a Property Action Report (PAR). All of these steps
will be under the direct oversight and approval of CDFW as defined by § 2081 of the California Endangered
Species Act. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-10:

Cdlifornia spotted owl (CSO) is not federaly or State listed as threatened or endangered and, therefore, it is
not protected under the federal or State endangered species act (ESA and CESA, respectively). CDFW aso
has not designated CSO afully protected species. CDFW considers the CSO a species of special concern and
evaluates potential impacts and proposed mitigation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
CSO occupies the same plant community as the SRB within the Project site (old stands of Jeffery pineforests).
The proposed mitigation for the SRB, discussed above in Response to Comment 7-9, was reviewed for its
direct applicability for compensating for the loss of CSO habitat. Although the Project siteis privately-owned
land, most of the surrounding lands are part of the San Bernardino National Forest. As stated on FEIR page
3.C-21, only low-quality CSO habitat will be removed by the Project, and a small portion of moderate-quality
habitat will be affected by the Project’s fuel modification zone (FMZ) 3, which would only consist of dead or
decaying vegetation removal and tree thinning and pruning that would not significantly impact the quality of
the SRB habitat with careful management of the fuel management disturbance activities established during the
CDFW’sITP process. All 1.65 acres of high-quality habitat, 2.18 acres of moderate-quality habitat, and 9.57
acres of low-quality habitat will be permanently preserved and managed in perpetuity as directed by CDFW
during the ITP process (refer to DREIR Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1[b]). Impactsto CSO habitat will either
be avoided or minimized, and a long-term management process put in place to provide permanent protection
and in perpetuity management for this species as part of the onsite conservation of SRB habitat that largely
overlaps with CSO habitat.

7-11:

The Project site’s location is discussed in detail in DREIR Section 2.0, Project Description. Specifically,
DREIR page 2-2, Subsection 2.1.2, Local Setting and Location, clearly disclosesthat the Project siteislocated
within the San Bernardino National Forest. Additionally, under Subsection 3.G.1.1, the DREIR reiterates that
the Project site is located within the San Bernardino National Forest. Subsection 3.G.1.1, further details the
general surrounding land uses and development to provide context regarding the character of the Project area.
Furthermore, DREIR Figure 2-3, Surrounding Land Uses and Development, illustrates that the Project siteis
located within the San Bernardino National Forest and is bordered to the west by residential uses, to the south
by SR-18, to the north by undevel oped forest, and to the east by Daley Canyon Road. Furthermore, it isunclear
from this comment how the jurisdictional boundaries of the National Forest relate to the Project’ s impacts to
biological resources or land use, which are addressed in detail in DREIR Sections 3.C and 3.G, respectively.
No revision to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-12:

Please refer to Response to Comment 7-10.

7-13:

The San Bernardino Flying Squirrel (SBFS) is not federally or State listed as threatened or endangered and,

therefore, is not protected under the federal or state endangered species act (ESA and CESA, respectively).
CDFW aso has not designated SBFS a fully protected species, which would require full mitigation for any
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identified impact. CDFW considers the SBFS a species of specia concern and evaluates potential and
proposed mitigation under CEQA. SBFS occupies the same plant community, old stands of Jeffery pine
forests, as does the SRB and the CSO within the Project site. The proposed mitigation for SRB, discussed
above in Response to Comment 7-8, was reviewed for its direct applicability for compensating for the loss of
SBFS habitat. It should be noted that on April 5, 2016, the USFWS published its determination in the Federal
Register (81 FR 19527) that SBFS should not be federally listed and found that it was abundant where it
occurred, primarily the San Bernardino Mountains. Further, USFWS stated that the existing regulatory laws
and implementing regulations for wildlife species in Caifornia were adequate for sustaining this species.
Nearly 80% of its habitat in the San Bernardino Mountainsiswithin San Bernardino National Forest. Asstated
on FEIR page 3.C-20, approximately 2.56 acres of low-quality and 4.61 acres of moderate quality SBFS habitat
will be removed by the Church of the Woods development. The type of disturbance activities anticipated
beyond the development footprint in FMZ 3 would be limited to the removal of dead or decaying vegetation
and tree thinning and pruning. These types of fuel management activitiesin low-quality and moderate-quality
SBFS habitat would not significantly impact the quality of the SBFS habitat with the careful management of
fuel management disturbance activities required through the CDFW’s ITP process. All 1.65 acres of high
quality and 5.61 acres of moderate quality SBFS habitat will be permanently preserved onsite and managed in
perpetuity by aCDFW approved land management entity using anon-wasting endowment to fund management
activities as reviewed and approved by CDFW (refer to Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b)). Impacts to SBFS
will either be avoided or minimized, and a long-term management process put in place to provide permanent
protection and in perpetuity management for this species as part of the onsite conservation for SRB habitat and
CSO habitat, both of which largely overlap with SBFS habitat. Finally, commenter’ s statement that Mitigation
Measure MM-3.C1(b) and other are“paper mitigation” is specious and without merit. Courts have consistently
held that it is sufficient to articulate specific performance criteria and make further approvals contingent of
finding away to meet them. (Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4™"
899, 944-945) Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b), however, goes above and beyond even this standard, with
thorough performance criteria with regard to high, moderate and low quality habitat, the requirement for
conservation easements and the consultation, coordination and approva of CDFW.

7-14:

Thewildlife movement corridor in question provides movement opportunities for small and large mammalsto
traverse the San Bernardino Mountains from north to south. This corridor, the Strawberry Creek Corridor as
designated by the San Bernardino County General Plan Open Space Element, is outside of the boundaries of
the Church of the Woods Project site. The eastern boundary of the Strawberry Creek Corridor abuts the
western boundary of the Project site, indicating minimal overlap. Given that the Project is surrounded by
natural plant communities and forest habitat, it would be expected for wildlife to occasionally utilize the
Church of the Woods property and the off-site riparian corridor. The off-site riparian corridor, which was once
part of the Church of the Woods property, was subsequently purchased by the San Bernardino Flood Control
Department in 2018 to support the County’s installation of the Rimforest Storm Drain project (SCH No.
2015051070). The Rimforest Storm Drain project has already completed the CEQA process and is fully
entitled. The County, under their approved CEQA document for the Rimforest Storm Drain Project (SCH No.
2015051070, Draft Revised EIR page 3.3-41), analyzed potential impacts to wildlife movement that would be
expected to occasionally traverse through the riparian corridor, determined that impacts would only be
temporary and concluded that there would be a less-than-significant impact given the relatively small size of
the disturbance areas, the limited timeline for storm drain construction activities, and the availability of
surrounding habitat. The County’s Rimforest Storm Drain Project DEIR and Final EIR are identified and
discussed in multiple locations within the DREIR and are included in the Project’s administrative record.
Wildlife movement through the riparian corridor could be impeded by Project-related disturbances. However,
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the northern portions of the Project site would remain undisturbed and would continue to provide relatively
unimpeded movement opportunities for wildlife. Asaresult, the Project site and the surrounding open space
will continue to provide opportunities for local wildlife movement and function as a corridor for highly mobile
wildlife species. Furthermore, impacts due to lighting were evaluated under Threshold d) in DREIR Section
3.C, which found that while such impacts would be adverse, by themselves they are not reasonably expected
to reduce common wildlife popul ations bel ow self-sustaining level sin the region due to the region’ s abundance
of suitable habitat for the common wildlife populations. As such, the DREIR found that lighting impacts to
biological resourceswould belessthan significant. Norevisionsto the DREIR arerequired in order to respond
to this comment

7-15:

Asnoted in the Response to Comment 7-14, the DREIR concluded that impactsto wildlife movement corridors
would belessthan significant. Asindicated in DREIR Tables3.G-1 and 3.G-2, the Project would be consistent
with or otherwise would not conflict with any applicable General Plan or Lake Arrowhead Community Plan
policies or requirements, including policies and requirements related to wildlife movement corridors. This
comment does not specifically identify how the Project as proposed conflicts with any of the Genera Plan
policies cited. As such, no revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-16:

Please refer to Response to Comment 7-14. As noted, the Project site is not located within the Strawberry
Wildlife Corridor, the Project would preserve open space within the northern portions of the site that would
continue to provide for wildlife movement, and the Project would not conflict with any applicable Genera
Plan or Lake Arrowhead Community Plan policies or requirements. No revisions to the DREIR are required
in order to respond to this comment.

7-17:
Please refer to Responses to Comments 7-7 through 7-16.
7-18:

The Project site’s location is discussed in detail in DREIR Section 2.0, Project Description. Specificaly,
DREIR page 2-2, Subsection 2.1.2, Local Setting and Location, discloses that the Project siteislocated within
the San Bernardino National Forest. Additionally, under Subsection 3.G.1.1, the DREIR reiterates that the
Project site is located within the San Bernardino National Forest. Subsection 3.G.1.1, further details the
general surrounding land uses and development to provide context regarding the character of the Project area.
Furthermore, DREIR Figure 2-3, Surrounding Land Uses and Development, illustrates that the Project siteis
located within the San Bernardino National Forest and is bordered to the west by residential uses, to the south
by SR-18, to the north by undeveloped forest, and to the east by Daley Canyon Road. No revisions to the
DREIR arerequired in order to respond to this comment.

7-19:
The San Bernardino County Biotic Resources Overlay Map isincluded in the Project’ s administrative record.

According to the Overlay Map, the Project site is located outside the boundaries of the Strawberry Creek
Wildlife Corridor. DREIR Subsection 3.C.8, specifically DREIR page 3.C-20, provides a detailed discussion
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regarding the Project impacts to SRB habitat located on site. Additionally, DREIR page 3.C-23 provides a
detailed discussion regarding the Project’s less-than-significant impacts to the Strawberry Creek Wildlife
Corridor. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-20:

Asprevioudly stated in Response to Comment 7-18, the DREIR discloses that the Project siteislocated within
the San Bernardino National Forest. As shown on DREIR Figure 2-3, the Project site is in proximity to
residential uses, commercia uses, recreational uses (Dogwood Campground), and an existing high school (Rim
of the World High School). The Project’s proposed Conditional Use Permit includes standards to ensure that
implementation of the Project would be compatible with the character of these nearby land uses. The Project
would include ornamental landscaping that would be compatible with the surrounding vegetation and would
partially screen views of the proposed buildings. This comment accurately states that the northern portion of
the Project site would remain natural open space. The open space in the northern portions of the site would
connect to off-site open space areas to the north and would provide an appropriate buffer and transition from
open space to proposed on-site developed areas, which would be clustered near SR-18. As such, the DREIR
properly concludes that the Project would be consistent with General Plan Policy LU 1.2.

7-21:

General Plan Policy LU 7.2 provides direction to County staff and decisionmakers to enact and enforce
regulations to protect environmentally sensitive areas, and is not applicable to individual developments such
as the proposed Project. As such, the Project has no potential to conflict with General Plan Policy LU 7.2.
Notwithstanding, the Project Applicant would be required to comply with all County regulations, including
those that were adopted for the purpose of protecting environmentally sensitive areas. As indicated in the
Responses to Comments 7-8 through 7-13, appropriate mitigation has been identified for the Project’ simpacts
to habitat for the SRB, CSO, and SBFS, and Project-specific impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant
levels. However, Section 3.C of the DREIR acknowledges that impacts to the SRB, CSO, and SBFS would
remain significant and unavoidable on a cumulatively-considerable basis at the regiona scale due to the
reduction in habitat for these species. Additionally, the San Bernardino County Biotic Resources Overlay Map
indicates that the Project siteis located outside the boundaries of the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor, and
thus the Project site does not comprise an environmentally sensitive area. The Project also would preserve all
of the on-site high-quality habitat for the SRB, which also includes most of the areas evaluated as high-quality
habitat for the CSO and SBFS. Refer also to the Response to Comment 7-8 with respect to mitigation for
impacts to habitat for the SRB, CSO, and SBFS and the required I TP process with the CDFW. No revisions
to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-22:

The comment provides adescription of San Bernardino County General Plan Policy M/CI 1.5. The commenter
failsto identify any deficienciesin the analysis of the Project’ s consistency with General Plan Policy M/CI 1.5
aspresented in DREIR Table 3.G-1. The commenter failsto provide feasible alternativesto the traffic signals
that are planned by Caltrans along SR-18, toward which the Project would contribute funding. The traffic
signals are required in order to achieve an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) as required by the General Plan
and Caltrans. Assuch, it isnot possible for the Project Applicant to use aternatives to the construction of new
traffic signals, and the Project therefore would not conflict with General Plan Policy M/CI 1.5. Furthermore,
this comment does not identify how the installation of traffic signals would result in increased hazardous
conditions. All of the intersections that would be signalized as part of the Project would have to follow
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Cdtrans guidelines and permitting process; thiscomment failsto identify any alternative intersection controls
that would provide for animproved level of safety. No revisionsto the DREIR arerequired in order to respond
to this comment.

7-23:

The Project’s less-than-significant impacts to wildlife corridors are addressed in DREIR Section 3.C,
Biological Resources. Asdiscussed in DREIR Section 3.C, the Project siteis not located within the boundaries
of the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor. The corridor’s eastern boundary abuts the Project site’s western
boundary. The Project site’ s western boundary would contain the Project’s natural open space preserve area.
Fencing and walls as proposed by the Project would be confined to the proposed development areas in the
southern portions of the site, and the on-site open space areas would not be fenced or walled off from open
space areas off site.  Thus, any wildlife movement within the on-site open space areas would be unobstructed
by fences, retaining walls, or other impedimentsto wildlife movement. The 10-foot retaining walls referenced
by this comment would be located at the Project site’ s entrance, which would be located at the central portion
of the Project site's southern boundary, along SR-18, and would not occur adjacent to on- or off-site open
gpace areas. Thus, the DREIR properly concludes that Project impacts to wildlife movement corridors would
be less than significant, and that the Project would therefore be consistent with General Plan Policies LA/OS
4and LA/OS 4.2.

7-24:

This comment incorrectly implies that the DREIR found the Project would be inconsistent with General Plan
policies LU 1.4, M/LU 1.12, M/LU 1.20, LA/CI 1.8, and LA/CO 2. The analysis contained in DREIR Table
3.G-1 demonstrates that the Project would not conflict with any of these policies. The commenter fails to
provide evidence to support the assertion that the Project is inconsistent with these policies. The comment
also provides a description of San Bernardino County General Plan Policy M/LU 1.20, but does not provide
any substantive evidence that the Project would conflict with Policy M/LU 1.20. Asindicated in DREIR Table
3.G-1, the Project would not conflict with Policy M/LU 1.20. No revisionsto the DREIR arerequired in order
to respond to this comment.

7-25:

The Land Use section of the DREIR (Section 3.G) did not conclude that the Project would result in conflicts
with plans and policies related to views and noise, as asserted by this comment. Rather, the Land Use section
of the DREIR concludesthat the Project would result in asignificant unavoidable impact due to a conflict with
General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan Policy LA/CI 1.1 related to levels of
service on Project area roadways, because mitigation for the Project’s impacts fall under the jurisdiction of
Cdltrans and not the County of San Bernardino. Although the Project would result in significant and
unavoidable cumulatively-considerable impactsto habitat for the SRB, CSO, and SBFS, the analysis presented
in the DREIR demonstrates that the Project would not conflict with any policies, regulations, or requirements
related to biological resources. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

7-26:
This comment reiterates the commenter’s position regarding the merits of the Project and the commenter’s

opinion regarding the adequacy of the DREIR. The DREIR was prepared in accordance with the CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15120 to 15132 and the DREIR’s conclusions are based on substantial evidence in the
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public record. The Project’ simpactsto biological resources and land use are addressed in DREIR Section 3.C,
Biological Resources, and Section 3.G, Land Use, respectively. Asdemonstrated therein, the proposed Project
would not result in any significant conflicts or noncompliance with the County General Plan or Devel opment
Code, with exception of the Project’s conflict with General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 and Lake Arrowhead
Community Plan Policy LA/CI 1.1 related to levels of service on Project area roadways. Impacts due to a
conflict with these policies were fully disclosed by the DREIR. Additionally, the Project’s alternatives and
growth-inducing impacts are addressed in DREIR Section 4.0, Alternatives, and Section 5.0, Other CEQA
Considerations, respectively. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

ADDENDUM TO LETTER 7:

Please refer to Responses to Comments 7-8 and 7-9.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 8
Sierra Club San Bernardino Mountains Group

8-1:

Thisintroductory comment provides adescription of the San Bernardino Mountains Group —SierraClub. This
comment does not raise any concernsrelated to the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond
to this comment.

8-2:

The DREIR was prepared in full compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State
CEQA Guidelines, and the County of San Bernardino Guidelines including project definition, foreseeable
impacts, and feasible mitigation measures. Additionally, The County is exercising the discretion authorized
by CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments made
during the public review of the 2010 Draft EIR. Specific comments on the DREIR are addressed below in
Responses to Comments 8-3 through 8-19.

8-3:

The proposed Project would not be implemented prior to the compl etion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project,
and revisions have been made to the DREIR to remove any references to the Project being constructed prior
to the Rimforest Storm Drain project. Revisions to the DREIR are identified in Section F.3, Additions,
Corrections, and Revisions, of this Final EIR. Because the Project would not be implemented until after the
Rimforest Storm Drain project is complete, Project-related construction and operational activities would not
overlap with construction activities associated with the Rimforest Storm Drain project. The Rimforest Storm
Drain project is not a direct consequence of the proposed Project, and would be implemented with or without
the Project to resolve area drainage conditions. Impacts associated with the Rimforest Storm Drain project
were evaluated in a separate EIR (SCH No. 2015051070), and there is no evidence in the public record to
support the commenter’s assertion that there would be cumulative ramifications associated with the two
separate projects. Refer aso to the Responses to Comments 8-3A through 8-3E.

8-3A:

Mitigation is determined based on a project’s impacts. Although separate permits would be required for the
Rimforest Storm Drain project and the proposed Project, both projects would be responsible for mitigating
significant impactsto the environment, including impactsto sensitive habitats. Additionally, the Project would
not be implemented prior to completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project, and therefore there would be no
potential for cumulatively-considerable impacts associated with construction of the Rimforest Storm Drain
project and construction and operation of the proposed Project.

8-3B:

As previously noted, the proposed Project would not be implemented prior to the completion of the Rimforest
Storm Drain project. The Project would be designed to take into consideration changed slopes and elevations
on the site that would result from the Rimforest Storm Drain project. The proposed Project would not result
in any impacts to jurisdictional waters or wetlands, nor would the Project result in erosion or other geologic
hazards associated with slopes. While it is acknowledged that certain details regarding the Rimforest Storm
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Drain project have not been finalized, the Rimforest Storm Drain project would be constructed in a manner
consistent with the analysis presented in the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR (SCH No. 2015051070).
Because the Project would not be implemented until after the Rimforest Storm Drain project is complete, there
isno potential for cumulatively-considerable impacts associated with slopes.

8-3C:

As previously noted, the proposed Project would not be implemented prior to the completion of the Rimforest
Storm Drain project. The County would be responsible for acquiring the necessary permits to include the
jurisdictional watersin their impact footprint for the storm drain project. Asdisclosed in the Rimforest Storm
Drain Project EIR (SCH No. 2015051070), approximately 0.05-acre of Corps/ RWQCB jurisdiction waters
and approximately 0.10-acre of CDFW jurisdiction waters would be permanently impacted by development
of the Rimforest Storm Drain project and mitigation would be the responsibility of the County. The proposed
Project would not result in any impacts to riparian habitat, including Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
and Southern Mixed Riparian Forest. As such, there is no potential for cumulatively-considerable impacts to
these plant communities.

8-3D:

The Project site is not part of any designated wildlife movement corridors. The eastern boundary of the
Strawberry Creek Corridor abuts the western boundary of the Project site, but does not encompass any portion
of the Project site. Moreover, the Project as proposed would preserve the northern portions of the Project site
as open space, including most of the western portion of the site that abuts the Strawberry Creek Corridor. As
such, the DREIR concluded that Project impactsto wildlife movement corridors would be less than significant.
Additionally, the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR concluded as follows: “[g]iven the relatively small size
of the project disturbance areas, the limited timeline for project construction activities, and the availability of
surrounding habitat east and west of the attenuation basin(s) for wildlife movement, the [Rimforest Storm
Drain] project would have a less-than-significant impact on wildlife movement or the use of wildlife nursery
sites, and no mitigation is proposed (Class 111).” (SCH No. 2015051070, Rimforest Storm Drain Project Draft
Revised EIR page 3.3-41.) The commenter does not provide any evidence that cumulatively-considerable
impacts to wildlife movement corridors would occur beyond what is already identified in the DREIR and the
Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR.

8-3E:

As previously noted, the proposed Project would not be implemented prior to the completion of the Rimforest
Storm Drain project. Construction and operational activities associated with the proposed Project would not
commence until after construction of the Rimforest Storm Drain project is completed. As such, there is no
potential for cumulatively-considerable water quality impacts associated with construction activities. Both the
Project and the Rimforest Storm Drain project would be required to comply with applicable National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, including the preparation and implementation
of aWater Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) that
would include Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent and control erosion and sedimentation. Because
both the Rimforest Storm Drain project and the proposed Project would be subject to NPDES requirements,
cumul atively-considerable impacts to water quality would not occur.
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8-4.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s correspondence with the County Public Works Department
regarding the proposed Project’ sintended timing for construction, which aso provides figures depicting Little
Bear Creek and its headwaters. This comment does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No revisions
to the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.

8-5:

This comment contains a figure from the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR depicting the vegetation and
cover type found in the Project area. This comment does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No
revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.

8-6:

This comment is an excerpt from the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR which summarizes the sensitive
natural communities that were found in the area. This comment does not identify any specific deficienciesin
the analysis disclosed in the DREIR. The proposed Project’ s impacts to biological resources are addressed in
Section 3.C, Biological Resources. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

8-7:

Please refer to Response to Comment 7-14.

8-8:

Please refer to Response to Comment 7-8 and Response to Comment 7-9.
8-9:

The County acknowledges this comment. The County will take into consideration the commenter’s position
regarding the adequacy of the mock-ups prepared to the proposed Project into consideration. The proposed
Project impacts to aesthetics are addressed in Section 3.A, Aesthetics, while proposed landscaping elements
are described in DREIR subsection 2.4.1 and depicted on DREIR Figure 2-8. No revisions to the DREIR are
required in order to respond to this comment.

8-10:

The County is exercising the discretion authorized by CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating
that it will not be responding to comments made during the public review of the 2010 Draft EIR. Thiscomment
does not identify any specific deficiencies in the analysis disclosed in the DREIR. The Project site’s
hydrological setting and the Project’ simpacts to hydrology and water quality are addressed in DREIR Section
3.F, Hydrology and Water Quality, and the analysis accounts for 100-year storm events in accordance with
County of San Bernardino requirements. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.
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8-11:

In response to this comment, a revised Evacuation Plan for Church of the Woods is provided in this FEIR as
Technical Appendix E1. The revised Evacuation Plan anticipates 600 Sunday worshipers per service,
consistent with the DREIR Project Description, Table 2-4.

8-12:

The County finds that the Project’ s revised Evacuation Plan, included in the FEIR as Technical Appendix E1,
provides substantial evidence that emergency egress from the Project site and local area can be accomplished
in a manner that provides for the safety of both Project occupants and the surrounding community. No
revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

8-13:

Vehicles existing the Project site during an evacuation would access SR-18 via the proposed signalized
intersection at the Project’ s access driveway. Such orderly egress would preclude impacts to traffic along SR-
18 and would not create substantial delays in evacuation of the community.

8-14:

In response to this comment, the County has listed the Project’s revised Evacuation Plan in Section F.3,
Additions, Corrections, and Revisions, of this Final EIR and attached the document as Technical Appendix E1
The revised Evacuation Plan provides updated Table 1, On-site Uses — Phases | and II, which reflects a 600
person per Sunday service opposed to a 400 person per Sunday service. The County finds the emergency
Evacuation plan would provide an adequate level of safety during emergencies.

8-15:

In response to this comment, the Project Applicant has supplied an updated will-serve | etter from the Crestline-
Lake Arrowhead Water Agency dated February 13, 2019. The addition isindicated in Section F.3, Additions,
Corrections, and Revisions, of thisFinal EIR and isincluded in Technical Appendix J. The updated will-serve
letter confirms that the CLAWA has sufficient water supplies to serve the Project without the need for new or
expanded entitlements.

8-16:

The County acknowledges the commenter’ s position regarding the merits of the Project. This comment does
not any deficiencies in the analysis disclosed in the DREIR. The proposed Project components and
characteristics are provided in Section 2.0, Project Description. No revisions to the DREIR are required in
order to respond to this comment.

8-17:

An updated Foresters Report has been prepared for the Project site, prepared by Timothy D. Morin, RPF #2505,
and isincluded as Attachment A to thisresponse. The updated report does not affect the findings or conclusions
of the DREIR with respect to the removal of treesfrom the site. Assuch, no revisionsto the DREIR have been
made pursuant to this comment.
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8-18:

Refer to Response to Comment 8-3C. The wetlands referred to in this comment will not be impacted by the
Project.

8-19:
Impacts associated with Project grading activities were evaluated throughout the DREIR, including potentia

impacts to off-site areas. This comment does not identify any specific deficienciesin the analysis disclosed in
the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER 9
Sierra Club San Bernardino Mountains Group

In DREIR Section 1.2, the County provided notice that it was electing to prepare a DREIR and to recirculate
the entire document. The County also provided noticethat it was exercising the discretion authorized by CEQA
Guidelines § 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments made during the
public review of the 2010 Draft EIR. Accordingly, the County need not respond to any comments made in this
letter.
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RESPONSESTO COMMENT LETTER 10
Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, LLP

10-1:

The County acknowledges the commenter’s letter from the firm Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger, LLP
representing the Save Our Forest Association and Sierra Club — San Bernardino Mountains Group. The County
acknowledges the attachments referenced in this comment; however, the County is exercising the discretion
authorized by CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments
made during the public review of the 2010 Draft EIR (refer to DREIR Section 1.2). The DREIR was prepared
in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines 88 15120 to 15132 and the DREIR’s conclusions are based on
substantial evidence in the public record. This comment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the
analysisdisclosed in the DREIR. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

10-2:

The County acknowledges this comment and the attachment referenced in this comment. Responses to the
comments identified in this comment letter and Attachment C to this comment letter are provided below.

10-3:

This comment summarizes the proposed Project’s background information regarding the prior approval
process. This comment does not raise any concerns related to the DREIR. No revisions to the DREIR are
required to respond to this comment.

10-4:

DREIR Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 provide an analysis of the Project’s consistency with the General Plan and
Lake Arrowhead Community Plan, and concludes that the Project would be fully consistent with the General
Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan, except for the Project’s conflict with General Plan Policy M/CI
1.1 and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan Policy LA/CI 1.1 related to levels of service on Project area
roadways. Specifically, the analysis in DREIR Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 demonstrates that the Project would
be consistent with all applicable policies related to steep slopes, open space conservation, and biological
resources. This comment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the analysis disclosed in the DREIR,
nor does it provide any evidence of a conflict with General Plan policies. No revisions to the DREIR are
required in order to respond to this comment.

10-5:

This comment accurately summarizes the Project’ s proposed development. This comment does not raise any
concerns related to the DREIR. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

10-6:

The Project’ s impacts to multiple specia status species, habitat loss, and open space are addressed in DREIR
Section 3.C, Biological Resources; the Project’s visual impacts are addressed in DREIR Section 3.A,
Aesthetics; and the Project’ s traffic related impacts are addressed in DREIR Section 3.1, Transportation and
Circulation. Additionally, DREIR Section 3.E, Hazards, addresses impacts related to wildfire. The DREIR
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disclosed that cumulatively-considerable impacts to habitat for the Southern Rubber Boa (SRB), California
spotted owl (CSO), and San Bernardino Flying Squirrel (SBFS) would be significant and unavoidable, and
also discloses significant and unavoidable impacts to transportation and traffic. The DREIR concludes that
impacts to visual quality would be less than significant. This comment does not identify any specific
deficiencies in the DREIR’s analysis of impacts. Furthermore, DREIR Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 provide an
analysis of the Project’s consistency with the General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan, and
conclude that the Project would be fully consistent with the General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community
Plan, except for the Project’s conflict with General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 and Lake Arrowhead Community
Plan Policy LA/CI 1.1 related to levels of service on Project area roadways. This comment does not identify
any specific deficiencies in the analysis presented in DREIR Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2. With respect to
ordinances, the Project was reviewed by the County of San Bernardino and was found to be fully consistent
with al County ordinances and requirements. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to
this comment.

10-7:

The commenter correctly states that rural sports and recreation are not permitted within the Community
Industrial zone as aprimary use; however, the Project’ s proposed sportsfield is an accessory use, which would
be permitted following the submittal and approval of a Site Plan Permit. Additionally, according to San
Bernardino County Development Code § 84.01.020, whenever accessory uses are questioned, the Director
shall be responsible for determining if a proposed accessory use meets the criteria within Chapter 84 of the
Development Code. With respect to Attachment A to this comment letter, the County is exercising the
discretion authorized by CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding
to comments made during the public review of the 2010 Draft EIR (refer to DREIR Section 1.2).

10-8:

The DREIR Section 4.0, Alternatives, provides three alternatives to the proposed Project. DREIR Section 4.0
analyzes a No Project/No Development Alternative, a No Project/Feasible Development Alternative, and a
Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative. DREIR Section 4.0 identifies the Reduced
Project/Alternative Site Design as the environmentally superior alternative. Under the rule of reason, an EIR
need discuss only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice, as provided by CEQA Guidelines
8 15126.6(f). The aternatives presented in DREIR Section 4.0 provide a reasoned choice. Additionally, the
commenter fails to suggest any other feasible alternatives to the Project. No revisions to the DREIR are
required in order to respond to this comment.

10-9:

The DREIR was prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120 to 15132 and the DREIR’ s
conclusions are based on substantial evidencein the public record. Thiscomment does not identify any specific
deficienciesin the DREIR. Additionally, DREIR Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 provide an analysis of the Project’s
consistency with the General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan, and conclude that the Project would
be fully consistent with the General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan, except for the Project’s
conflict with General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 and L ake Arrowhead Community Plan Policy LA/CI 1.1 related to
levels of service on Project area roadways. Project impacts due to transportation and traffic are identified by
the DREIR as significant and unavoidable, and this comment does not identify any alternativesto the proposed
Project that would be feasible and that would avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable transportation
and traffic impacts. Furthermore, and for the reasons stated in Section F.0 of this FEIR, no recirculation of the
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DREIR is required pursuant to CEQA. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

10-10:

With exception of the Project’s unavoidable traffic impacts, DREIR Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 provide
substantial evidence that the proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan. This comment does not
provide any evidence demonstrating that the Project would result in a conflict with General Plan Policy
M/LUL.1. This comment letter also does not provide any evidence that the Project would conflict with any
applicable development standards or the County Code.

10-11:

An analysis of the Project’s consistency with General Plan Policy OS 7.5 is provided in DREIR Table 3.G-1.
This comment does not identify how the analysis presented in DREIR Table 3.G-1 is deficient. Asnoted in
the analysis presented in the DREIR, the Project would preserve approximately half of the naturally existing
topography located in the northern and southeast portion of the Project site, would avoid the prominent natural
slope on the southeast part of the site, and the Project would be required to comply with al applicable
provisions of the County’s Development Code as well as a Project specific WQMP, SWPPP, and NPDES.
Under CEQA, compliance with specific laws or regulations is evidence of adequate mitigation. As such, the
Project would not conflict with General Plan Policy OS 7.5, and no revisions to the DREIR are required in
order to respond to this comment.

10-12:

This comment summarizes the DREIR’ s conclusion regarding consistency with San Bernardino General Plan
Policy M/LU 1.6. The Project site isin a residential alpine area. Implementation of the proposed church
campus would be a compatible with the density and character of the area. Additionally, the Project would
include ornamental landscaping that would be compatible with the existing mountainous vegetation, which
also would partially screen views of the proposed buildings from the residential uses and from travelers along
SR-18. The comment does not identify other uses alowed in the IC District that would be more compatible
with the density and character of the area. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

10-13:

As stated on DREIR page 3.G-55, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to
land use pertaining to the Project’s conflict with General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 and Lake Arrowhead
Community Plan Policy LA/CI 1.1 related to levels of service on Project area roadways. This impact is
disclosed in DREIR Section 3.G as a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed Project due to the
fact that the Project’ s traffic mitigation falls under the jurisdictional authority of Caltrans and not the County
of San Bernardino, and the timing of the improvement is outside of the control of the Project Applicant and
the County of San Bernardino. Asaresult, the DREIR concluded that these mitigation measures would not be
feasible and that the impact would be significant and unavoidable. It is acknowledged that there was a
typographical error in DREIR Table 0-1, which incorrectly identified the impact as a less-than-significant
impact under the environmental topic of Land Use. Notwithstanding, Table 0-1 identified this same impact as
significant and unavoidable under the topic of Transportation and Circulation. DREIR Table 0-1 has been
revised to reflect the correct significant and unavoidable conclusion disclosed in DREIR Section 3.G, Land
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Use. Revisionsthe DREIR areidentified in Section F.3, Additions, Corrections, and Revisions, of this FEIR.
The County also finds that the analysisin DREIR Section 3.G provides substantial evidence that the Project is
substantially consistent with the General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan.

10-14.
Refer to the Response to Comment 10-7.
10-15:

Future implementing permits (e.g., grading permits, building permits, etc.) would be reviewed by the County
to ensure consistency with all applicable San Bernardino County ordinances, standards, and requirements.
Additionally, the County finds that the description of the proposed Project, as presented in DREIR Section 2.0,
provides an adequate level of detail that will enable County decisionmakers to make an informed decision
regarding the Project and its potential environmental consequences. This comment does not identify any
specific deficiencies in the description of the proposed Project, and fails to identify how the proposed Project
is inconsistent with Code standards related to overlay areas. The proposed Project would not result in any
impacts to drainage courses, as the Project would not be implemented until after completion of the Rimforest
Storm Drain project. Additionally, the Project would preserve approximately 50% of the Project site as natural
open space, and would therefore preserve sensitive natura terrain on site. No revisions to the DREIR are
required in order to respond to this comment.

10-16:

The slope of “10% or less’ noted in this comment refers to one of the criteria the County uses when deciding
which properties to zone Community Industrial (IC). The Project site is zoned IC in the existing condition,
indicating the County’ s acceptance of this zoning classification on the Project site. Nowhere in the County’s
Development Code, Chapter 82.06, “Industrial and Special Purpose Land Use Zoning Districts,” is there a
devel opment standard that appliesto the |C zoning classification to limit devel opment in areas having less than
10% slope.

10-17:

The Project’s impacts to biological resources are addressed in DREIR Section 3.C, Biological Resources.
DREIR page 3.C-23 discloses that approximately 0.10-acre of streambed/riparian and 0.05-acre of non-
wetland jurisdictional waters are located within the Project site. However, the proposed Project would not be
implemented prior to completion of the County’s Rimforest Storm Drain Project, and the Project would
therefore not result in any impacts to jurisdictional waters or wetlands. DREIR Section 3.0 also provides
discussion regarding the special status species that have the potential to occur on the Project site, which is
supported by evidence within the Project’s habitat assessment. The Project’s habitat assessment, dated July
2018, is provided as DREIR Technical Appendix C, and provides recent surveys of specia status species that
have the potential to be located on the Project site. DREIR page 3.C-23 provides a discussion regarding the
Project’ simpactsto wildlife corridors and concludesthat the Project’ s open space areas would abut the existing
wildlife corridor’s eastern boundary, which would continue to provide wildlife movement opportunities.
Groundwater conditions are described in DREIR Section 3.F, which notes that groundwater at the site is
anticipated to consist of insignificant amounts of perched water and limited amounts of water within the
fractures of the bedrock, and indicates that no groundwater extraction is proposed by the Project. This
comment does not identify any specific deficiencies with the DREIR’s analysis of impacts to hydrology and
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water quality, which the County finds provides an adequate description of the existing hydrologic setting of
the Project site and surrounding areas. The DREIR has been revised to disclose that the Project would be
developed following the completion of the County’s Rimforest Storm Drain Project.

10-18:

The description of CEQA case law with respect to project descriptions is acknowledged. The Project
Description contained in DREIR Section 2.0 provides a description of the proposed Project at alevel of detail
that is commensurate with the level of detail contained in the Project’s application materials, and meets all of
the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15124. Depictions of the Project’s potential effects to visual quality
from public viewing areas are presented in DREIR Figures 3.A-2 through 3.A-4. The proposed buildings
would be constructed in a manner consistent with the County’s Development Code requirements, including
standards related to building height. The DREIR appropriately relies upon compliance with applicable
standards, as future implementing permits would not be issued by the County if they were found to be in
conflict with the Development Code. Any exceptions of the Development Code requirements would occur in
amanner set forth by the Development Code. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to
this comment.

10-19:

An updated Foresters Report has been prepared for the Project site, prepared by Timothy D. Morin, RPF #2505,
and is included as Attachment A to this response. The updated report does not affect the findings or
conclusions of the DREIR with respect to the removal of trees from the site. The Church of the Woods has
been carefully managing the native trees on the Project site with input and oversight of both federal and State
forestry agencies for the past 15 years. The DREIR acknowledges that tree removal would occur within the
development footprint of the Project as an inherent part of the Project’ s construction, the effects of which are
evaluated throughout the DREIR.

10-20:

In response to this comment, changes to the DREIR have been made to clarify that the proposed Project and
Reduced Project Alternative both do not include an amphitheater or atrail. The revisions made are indicated
in Section F.3, Additions, Corrections, and Revisions, of thisFina EIR.

10-21.A:

The DREIR describes the existing condition of the Project site as containing trees and indicates that tree
removalswill occur in the Project’ s devel opment footprint as part of Project-related construction. Theremoval
of trees associated with the Project’s construction is an inherent part of the proposed Project evaluated in the
DREIR and is evaluated as such throughout the environmental analyses contained DREIR, particularly but not
exclusively in DREIR Section 3.C, Biological Resources. Development Code § 88.01.090 is titled “Tree
Protection from Insects and Disease” and addresses felled trees that are cut and left exposed on a property for
more than 15 days. The Project isrequired by law to comply with the County’ s Development Code, inclusive
of § 88.01.090, and the method(s) that the Project will employ to mandatorily comply with § 88.01.090 will
be determined in conjunction with the issuance of grading permits.
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10-21.B:

It is reasonably foreseeable that special events may include weddings, funerals, meetings, sport tournaments,
and other gatherings that would be typical of a church facility that provides a recreational field. It would be
speculative for the DREIR to include a listing of every special event that may ever occur at the Project site,
and the DREIR, specifically Table 2-4, contains enough information about the Project’ sintended usesto allow
a complete evaluation and review of its potential environmental impacts.

10-21.C:

The Project’ s conceptual landscape plan is presented on DREIR Figure 2-8, while DREIR Section 2.0 contains
a description of the Project’s proposed drainage plan. Measures to address erosion and storm water are
governed by federa and State law, including compliance with NPDES permitting requirements, and would
occur as part of the required Project-specific, design level SWPPP and WQMP. Refer to Response 10-21.A
regarding tree removal.

10-21.D:

Fencing and walls as proposed by the Project would be confined to the proposed development areas in the
southern portions of the site, and the on-site open space areas would not be fenced or walled off from open
Space areas off site.

10-22:

The DREIR includes an accurate, stable, and consistent description of the proposed Project. The Project
Description contained in DREIR Section 2.0 provides a description of the proposed Project at an appropriate
level of detail that is commensurate with the level of detail contained in the Project’ s application materials on
file with the County, and contains sufficient specific information about the Project to allow a complete
evaluation and review of its potential environmental impacts. The Project Description included in the DREIR
also meets all of the requirements of CEQA Guidelines § 15124.

10-23:

Comments describing CEQA case law and requirements are acknowledged. However, for the reasons stated
in the following responses, the County finds that the DREIR adequately evaluates and discloses the Project’s
impacts to transportation and circulation, public health and safety, biological resources, and hydrology, and
that the DREIR includes an adequate discussion of the Project’s potential cumulative effects. Refer to the
individual responses to the comments raised by this letter, below.

10-24:

The Project’s weekday trip generation including the 600-seat church and soccer field would generate 7 am.
peak hour trips and 34 p.m. peak hour trips based on rates from ITE's Trip Generation (10th Edition). The trip
generation is included below. Consistent with the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority’s
Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact Analysis Reports in San Bernardino County, the analysis of off-site
intersections at which the Project is forecast to add 50 or more peak hour trips were included in the Traffic
Impact Analysis (TIA) (see DREIR Technical Appendix H). Since the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours do
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not add 50 or more peak hour trips to any CMP facility or Caltrans facility, the weekday am. and p.m. peak
hours were not included in the TIA and impacts during weekdays would be less than significant.

Table A - Project Trip Generation

AM PM
Land Use Units In Out Total In Out Total Daily

Soccer Complex 1 Field!

Trip Generation Rates? 0.475 0.515 0.99 6.736 9.694 16.430 71.330

PCE Inbound/Outbound Splits 48% 52% 100% 41% 59% 100% 50%/50%
Trip Generation 0 1 1 7 10 16 71
Church 600 Seats?

Trip Generation Rates? 0.005 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.015 0.030 0.440

PCE Inbound/Outbound Splits 50% 50% 100% 50% 50% 100% 50%/50%
Trip Generation 3 3 6 9 9 18 264
Total Trip Generation 3 4 7 16 19 34 335

1 Rates based on peak hour of the generator for Land Use 488 "Soccer Complex" from Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation,
(10t Edition).
2 Rates based on peak hour of the generator for Land Use 560 “Church” from ITE Trip Generation, (10 Edition).

10-25:

Consistent with the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority’s Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact
Analysis Reports in San Bernardino County, the analysis of off-site intersections at which the Project is
forecast to add 50 or more peak hour trips were included in the TIA. As stated earlier, the weekday activities
based on a 600-seat church is likely to generate fewer than 50 peak hour trips. Since the weekday a.m. and
p.m. peak hours do not add at 50 or more peak hour tripsto any CMP facility or Caltrans facility, the weekday
am. and p.m. peak hours were not included in the TIA and impacts during weekdays would be less than
significant.

10-26:

As stated in Section 4.4 of the Project’s TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix H), Y ear 2040 peak hour volumes
were developed by applying an annual growth rate from 2017 to 2040 to the existing volumes at each study
intersection. The growth rate was applied for 23 years (2017 to 2040) not 5 years. Only at turning movements
where the 2040 volumes were less than cumulative volumes was a growth factor of 5 percent applied to the
higher cumulative volumes. This is due to some cumulative projects not being included in the SBTAM or
modeled differently. Because growth generally occurs due to additional land development, this is an
acceptable and commonly used forecasting methodology.

10-27:

As stated in Section 4.4 of the Project’s TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix H), Y ear 2040 peak hour volumes
were developed by applying an annual growth rate from 2017 to 2040 to the existing volumes at each study

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
Page FEIR-157



I Church of the Woods
.D Final Environmental Impact Report F.0 Final EIR

intersection based on the SBTAM. The growth rate was applied for 23 years (2017 to 2040) not 5 years. Only
at turning movements where the 2040 volumes were less than cumulative volumes was a growth factor of 5
percent applied to the higher cumulative volumes. Thisis due to some cumulative projects not being included
inthe SBTAM or modeled differently. Since growth generally occurs due to additional land development, this
is an acceptable and commonly used forecasting methodology. As such, the DREIR assumes a reasonable
growth rates for forecasting the 2040 conditions. Furthermore, and consistent with the San Bernardino County
Transportation Authority’s Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact Analysis Reports in San Bernardino County,
the analysis of traffic operations and LOS was provided for existing, opening year, and year 2040 conditions
inthe Project’sTIA. An analysis of interim years between a project’ s opening year and the horizon year is not
required nor is it necessary to enable informed decision-making with respect to the Project’s impacts to
transportation and traffic.

10-28:

The saturation flow rates and other analysis parameters used in the Project’ s TIA (DREIR Technical Appendix
H) are based on the Highway Capacity Manual, which uses survey datafrom the entire United States (including
areas with rain, fog, snow, and sun). While it is correct that winter conditions and lower visibility result in
slowing of traffic, the background (without Project) traffic is also slowed down. Therefore, on an incremental
basis, the Project’ s impacts remain unchanged under winter and summer conditions.

10-29:

Comments describing CEQA’ s requirements for mitigation are acknowledged. The County finds, however,
that the DREIR fully complies with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Refer to the individual responses to
the comments raised by this comment letter, below.

10-30:

Theintersections referenced by this comment are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, and not the County of San
Bernardino. The County has no authority to compel or require other agencies to enact mitigation measures or
to approve the construction of improvements. Notwithstanding, if approved by Caltrans the Project Applicant
would be obligated to construct traffic signals at the intersections of Bear Springs Road at State Route 198 and
Pine Avenue at SR-18 prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for the Project. Thus, the commenter is
incorrect in alleging that the Project offers no mitigation for its significant impacts to transportation and traffic.
Asthe DREIR goes on to note, however, the timing of the improvement is outside of the control of the Project
Applicant and the County of San Bernardino. As a result, and as authorized by the CEQA Guidelines, the
DREIR concluded that these mitigation measures would not be feasible and that the impact would be
significant and unavoidable. With respect to cumulatively-considerable impacts, CEQA requires that a
project’ s mitigation must be roughly proportional to the project’s significant environmental effects. Because
the Project would contribute to but would not directly cause the projected LOS deficiencies at Intersection
Nos. 8, 10, 11, 17, and 18, the Project’ simpacts to these intersections would be cumulatively considerable. It
would not be “roughly proportional” to require the Project Applicant to implement and bear the full cost of
improvements that are only warranted with traffic from cumulative development. Because thereisno regional
funding program for transportation improvements, and because Caltrans does not have a mitigation fee
program in place, the DREIR makes agood-faith effort to impose mitigation requiring payment of the Project’s
fair share of fees towards the cost of required improvements, should Caltrans establish such a mitigation
program prior to Project occupancy. It is acknowledged by the County that such mitigation ultimately may
not occur because the County cannot compel Caltrans to adopt such a fee program. In fact, the DREIR
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discloses that the Project would result in cumulatively-considerable and unavoidable impacts to transportation
and traffic precisely because the County cannot compel Caltrans to establish a funding mechanism as would
be necessary to reduce the Project’ s cumulatively-considerable impacts to transportation and traffic to below
alevel of significance. The DREIR also concluded that these mitigation measures would not be feasible and
the impact would be significant and unavoidable. Accordingly, the County finds that the DREIR fulfills
CEQA’s requirements for evaluating environmental impacts and imposing appropriate and proportional
mitigation measures to address such impacts. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to
this comment.

10-31:

The commenter is correct that the Project would require the widening of SR-18 for approximately 600 feet
along the Project’s frontage and the installation of a traffic signal at the Project’ s access from SR-18, which
would require approval from Caltrans before the Project can beimplemented. If Caltrans does not approve the
Project’s frontage improvements, then revisions to the Project would be required that may be subject to
additional CEQA review; however, at this time, the County has no reason to believe that the proposed
improvements would not be approved by Caltrans. With respect to mitigation for the Project’s direct and
cumulatively-considerable impacts to transportation and traffic, the DREIR imposes mitigation, including
requirements to install traffic signals and to pay a fair share towards the cost of improvements needed with
traffic from cumulative developments. Asspecified in DREIR Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2, the Project
Applicant is required to make a good faith effort towards fulfilling the required mitigation. With respect to
theinstallation of traffic signals at Intersection Nos. 4 and 18 pursuant to Mitigation Measure 3.1-1, the County
cannot compel the Caltrans to approve the required improvements. As discussed in the DREIR, however, the
timing and implementation of the improvements is outside of the control of the Project Applicant and the
County of San Bernardino and the DREIR concluded that mitigation measures are infeasible and the traffic
impacts are significant and unavoidable. As aresult, if Caltrans disapproves of the mitigation requiring the
installation of traffic signals at Intersection Nos. 4 and 18, and/or if Caltrans does not establish a fee program
for the Project’s cumulatively-considerable impacts, then the Project would be allowed to proceed without
implementation of the required traffic signals and/or payment of fair-share fees for cumulatively-considerable
impacts. For this reason, the DREIR identifies the Project’s direct and cumulatively-considerable impacts to
transportation and traffic as significant and unavoidable. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to
respond to this comment.

10-32:

The cited provisions of the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA case law are acknowledged; these comments do not
raise any specific concerns related to the DREIR. No revisions to the DREIR are required to respond to this
comment.

10-33:

The County acknowledges its role under CEQA to mitigate significant environmental effects where feasible,
and all feasible mitigation measures have been applied to address the Project’s significant and unavoidable
environmental effects. This comment does not offer any feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the
Project’ s direct and cumulatively-considerable traffic impacts to below alevel of significance. Reducing the
number of parking spaces is a potentially successful measure for reducing traffic in urban areas where
alternative modes of transportation other than by personal vehicle are available and ample, such as car-sharing
programs, public transit, and comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle networks; however, the Project siteis not
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located in an urban area and there is no evidence in this comment to demonstrate that a reduction in parking
spaces in a non-urban environment would result in an actual decrease in the amount of traffic that would be
generated. The number of parking spaces proposed is based on the Applicant’s assessment of parking needs,
which is more than the minimum required by the County Development Code requirements; the Devel opment
Code does not specify amaximum requirement. If asmaller parking lot were to be provided, it would be more
likely that the same number of vehicles would be attracted to the Church of the Woods, resulting in parking
congestion and potential congestion on SR-18 and at the Project’s access driveway at SR-18 from vehicles
queuing while waiting to enter the site to find a parking space.

10-34:

The County acknowledges that the Church of Woods could add bus stop at the interior of the Project site,
however, the Mountain Transit route (RIM OTM (Off the Mountain) Route 6) does not run on Sundays, which
iswhen the vast majority of the Project’ straffic is generated. As such, this proposed mitigation measure would
not be feasible. Regarding the commenter’ s other suggestions, the County has not imposed them as mitigation
because CEQA Guidelines § 15091 provides that mitigation measures must be within the responsibility and
jurisdiction of the lead agency and have a proportional nexus to the Project’ simpact on the environment. The
County has no authority or enforcement capacity to compel the Church of the Woods to conduct raffles, offer
a private shuttle service, to educate its visitors on public transit opportunities, or to fund public transit. Also,
even if the Church of the Woods voluntarily undertook any of these efforts, there is no evidence to suggest
that visitors to the Church of the Woods would actually use the transit system or use it in any volume that
would result in ameasurable reduction in vehicular traffic.

10-35:

The County acknowledges that the Church of Woods could add bicycle racks on theinterior of the Project site.
As such, the County will add a condition of approval to the Project’s CUP to require the installation of bicycle
racks at the assembly building and the recreational field. Regarding the commenter’s other suggestions, the
County has not imposed them as mitigation because CEQA Guidelines § 15091 provides that mitigation
measures must be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the lead agency and have a proportional nexus
to the Project’ s impact on the environment. The County has no authority or enforcement capacity to compel
the Church of the Woods to organize a bike-to-church day, provide for bicycle repair, or provide bicycles.
Also, even if the Church of the Woods voluntarily undertook any of these efforts, there is no evidence to
suggest that visitors to the Church of the Woods would actually bike to and from the site, or do so in any
volume that would result in a measurable reduction in traffic.

10-36:

Please refer to Responses to Comments 10-34 and 35.

10-37:

To assure that construction traffic would result in a less-than-significant impact, the County has added the
following mitigation measure to Subsection 3.1.8 and the addition is indicated in Section F.3, Additions,

Corrections, and Revisions, of this Final EIR:

MM 3.1-3 During the hours of 7 am. to 9 am. and 4 p.m. to 6 p.m., construction traffic shall be
minimized. No more than 50 total passenger-car-equivalent trips per hour (inbound and
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outbound combined) may enter or exit the construction site during these periods. The
construction contractor shall be responsible for monitoring the entries and exits during these
time periods to ensure compliance and permit periodic inspection of the construction site by
the County of San Bernardino or its designee to further ensure compliance. A requirement to
comply with this restriction shall be noted on al construction documents and also shall be
specified in bid documents issued to prospective construction contractors. Passenger-car-
equivalents shall be counted as follows:

Passenger Vehicle—1 PCE
2 Axle Truck — 1.5 PCE

3 Axle Truck — 2 PCE

4+ Axle Truck —3 PCE

10-38:

To address construction traffic, the County has added the following mitigation measure to Subsection 3.1.8 and
the addition isindicated in Section F.3 of thisFinal EIR:

MM 3.1-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, building permits, or improvement plans for frontage
improvements along SR-18, the Project Applicant shall prepare and the County of San
Bernardino shall approve atemporary traffic control plan. The temporary traffic control plan
shall comply with the applicable requirements of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices. A requirement to comply with the temporary traffic control plan shall be
noted on all construction documents and also shall be specified in bid documents issued to
prospective construction contractors.

10-39:

Construction staging areas are proposed to be accommodated on the interior of the site. For assurance, the
County has added the following mitigation measure to Subsection 3.1.8 and the addition isindicated in Section
F.3 of thisFinal EIR:

MM 3.1-5 All heavy-duty construction equipment and vehicles stall be staged interior to the construction
site. The parking or storage of construction equipment and vehicles on SR-18 is prohibited.
The construction contractor shall be responsible for ensuring compliance and permit periodic
inspection of the construction site by the County of San Bernardino or its designee to further
ensure compliance. A requirement to comply with this provision shall be noted on all
construction documents and also shall be specified in bid documents issued to prospective
construction contractors.

10-40:

Based on the Traffic Injury Mapping System (TIMS), there were six accidents near the Project site between
2011 and 2015. The reasons varied, including unsafe speeds, DUI, right of way violations, and driving on the
wrong side of the roadway. The accident data also reveals that there is no merit in the assertion that safety is
compromised during winter and snow conditions as a majority of the reported accidents along the nearby
segments of SR-18 were during non-snow conditions. This comment provides no substantial evidence that the
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Project would compromise traffic safety. As noted in DREIR Subsection 2.4.1.A.3 (DREIR page 2-19), the
Project Applicant proposes to widen the northern side of SR-18 for an approximately 600-foot segment of the
roadway along the Project site’s frontage adjacent to the access driveway (approximately 300 feet in each
direction from the driveway) by 26 feet to accommodate an eastbound left-turn lane and a westbound
deceleration/acceleration lane and install atraffic signal at the Project’ s driveway intersection with SR-18 asa
means of safe traffic control to enter and exit the site. Please refer to Response to Comment 10-41 for
additional information.

10-41:

The Project includes the proposed installation of atraffic signal at that intersection of the Project’s driveway
with SR-18. Based on AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the stopping sight
distance on aroadway with a speed of 35 miles per hour is 287 feet on a 9% downgrade and 222 feet on a 9%
upgrade. Based on review of the site plan (DREIR Figure 2-7 on DREIR p. 2-18), the new traffic signal on
SR-18 will include 300 feet of stopping sight distance approaching from the west (downgrade) and over 300
feet of stopping sight distance from the east (upgrade). Therefore, there is adequate stopping sight distance
between the Project’ s proposed driveway and curves on SR-18.

10-42:

Bicycle-involved collisions near the Project site were documented in the Rim of the World Active
Transportation Plan (March 2018)* and showsthat over aten-year period from 2006 to 2016, of the 34 bicycle-
involved collisionsin the Rim of the World, two collisions occurred on SR-18 near the Project site. The Project
does not propose any changes to the roadway network that would worsen bicycle safety or operations.
Widening of SR-18 by 26 feet along the Project site's frontage to widen the northern side of SR-18 for an
approximately 600-foot segment adjacent to the access driveway (approximately 300 feet in each direction
from the driveway) to accommodate an eastbound left-turn lane and a westbound decel eration/accel eration
lane would provide additional room for bicyclists. Refer to Response to Comment 10-41 for information
regarding safety of the Project’ s proposed driveway intersection with SR-18. Bicyclists are required to follow
the same rules of the road as vehicles, and vehicles are required by the California Vehicle Code, “Three Feet
for Safety Act” (CVC 21670) to provide a three feet buffer between his’her vehicle and the bicycle when
passing; and, a driver who is unable to provide the minimum three-foot passing distance due to traffic or
roadway conditions is required to (1) slow to areasonable and prudent speed when passing and (2) only pass
when doing so would not endanger the safety of the bicyclist.?

10-43:

The County finds that the Project’ s revised Evacuation Plan, included in the FEIR as Technical Appendix E1,
provides substantial evidence that emergency egress from the Project site and local area can be accomplished
inamanner that providesfor the safety of both Project occupants and the surrounding community. 1nthe event
of awildland fire in the area, the Project site would most likely be utilized as an evacuation center, as the
Project’s expansive irrigated open space areas would provide opportunities for sheltering in place, similar to
the high school or middie school. The proposed sports field and large open areas within the Project site could
be used to stage people, cars, and fire trucks. Furthermore, the amount of traffic dong SR-18 during an

1 http: //Amwww.rimerec.or g/files/b08889d3c/Rim-of-the-Wor [ d-ATP-FINAL-DRAFT-2018-03-13.pdf

2 http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes displaySection.xhtml ?sectionNum=21760.& lawCode=VEH
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emergency would not substantially increase, if at al, as aresult of the Project because worshipers and other
patrons of the Project are likely to reside in the local area and would utilize the same evacuation routes with
or without the proposed Project, including SR-18. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond
to this comment.

10-44:

Please refer to Response to Comment 10-43 regarding the Project site's likely utilization as an evacuation
center as a benefit to the community in the event of awildfire. As noted on the Project’s site plan (DREIR
Figure 2-7), the Project would accommodate atotal of 311 parking spaces; thus, under the hypothetical scenario
in which the site does not serve the community as an evacuation center, the parking lot is 100% full, and a
complete evacuation is necessary, it is assumed that 311 vehicles would need to exit the site. Although
hypothetical, the County acknowledges that an emergency evacuation from the site is plausible in general
terms, and thus this response includes a general discussion of the environmental effects of an evacuation
scenario in general terms and not include a detailed analysis for the hypothetical scenario  In an emergency
evacuation of the site, both the inbound and outbound lanes of the Project’ s driveway would be made available
for outbound traffic to expedite an evacuation, and the traffic signal at the Project’ s driveway at SR-18 would
be overridden to set to “blink,” or emergency management personnel would be positioned at the intersection
to direct traffic in a safe and expeditious manner. As stated in Response to Comment 10-43, the amount of
traffic using SR-18 during an emergency would not substantially increase, if at al, as aresult of the Project
because worshipers and other patrons of the Project are likely to reside in the local area and would utilize the
same evacuation routes with or without the proposed Project, including SR-18. Thus, the need for an
emergency evacuation of the site would not result in significant impacts on the environment. No revisions to
the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

10-45:

As stated in Response to Comment 10-43, the amount of traffic using SR-18 during an emergency would not
substantially increase, if at al, as aresult of the Project because worshipers and other patrons of the Project
are likely to reside in the local area and would utilize the same evacuation routes with or without the proposed
Project, including SR-18. The number of non-Project vehicles using SR-18 during an evacuation would be
mere speculation because it would depend on the type of emergency, where it occurs, and how the evacuation
is conducted. Further, during an evacuation scenario, it is likely that inbound traffic would be restricted to
emergency vehiclesonly, with both inbound and outbound lanes of the Project’ sentry driveway made available
for outbound traffic. Thereisno evidence to suggest that there would be significant impacts to the environment
resulting from the Project during an evacuation.

10-46:
Please refer to Responses to Comments 10-44 and 10-55.
10-47:

Refer to the Project’s revised Evacuation Plan, included in the Final EIR as Technical Appendix E1, which
provides substantial evidence that safe emergency egress from the Project site can be accomplished. The
Evacuation Plan addresses convection-driven fires (hon=Santa Anawind driven), Santa Anawind driven fires
with winds from the northwest, and with winds from the northeast, as well as fires burning from the south,
southeast, or southwest.
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10-48:

The County acknowledges the description of firerisksin the local area as described in this comment. DREIR
Subsection 3.E.1.1, Wildland Fire Hazard, also includes a discussion of the wildland fire hazard risks in the
Project area. Asdiscussed in FEIR Subsection 3.E.5, Project Features, the Project is designed to meet the San
Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) standardsfor fire protection, and incorporates fuel modification
zones (FMZs). In order to comply with San Bernardino County requirements for fire hazard control, fuel
modification zones (FMZs) would be established around buildings on the developed portions of the Project
site. FMZ 1 isrequired to extend to 10 feet from buildings and FMZ 2 is required to extend to 30 feet from
buildings, and no FMZ 1 or 2 areas would occur beyond the Project’ s limits of grading. FMZ 3 isrequired to
extend 200 feet from the Project’ s proposed on-site buildings, which would all occur within the Project’ slimits
of grading with the exception of approximately 0.66 acres that would extend into areas of the site beyond the
limits of grading. In these FMZ 3 areas, all dead logs, branches, litter, and decaying organic material (i.e.,
leaves, needles, and woody material) would be removed from the ground. Standing dead material, stems,
vines, and non-productive trees al so would be removed from FMZ 3. Thinning and pruning of trees and shrubs
would also occur within FMZ 3, and ongoing periodic maintenance would be required in the FMZ 3 areato
ensure that the conditions of this zone are met.

The Project also would be subject to compliance with water main, fire hydrant and fire flow standards, fire
sprinklers and fire alarm system requirements, approved emergency/evacuation road access plans, an
Evacuation Plan, and a host of other requirements to support compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, the Fire
Safety (FS) Overlay, and all applicable statutes, codes, ordinances, and conditions of the SBCFD. Refer to
DREIR Technical Appendix E2 for a copy of the Project’s conditions and requirements pertaining to wildfire
protection. The County finds that compliance with these requirements, as would be enforced by the County
and the SBCFD, would provide for an appropriate level of safety for future structures and occupants of the
Project in the event of wildland fire hazards.

Furthermore, the Project would not result in an increase in wildfires due to “increased ignitions from the
Project” asalleged by thiscomment. Thereis no evidence that the Church of the Woods campus devel opment
would result inincreased risks of arson. The burning of debrisisregulated by the SBCFD and is not anticipated
with development of the Project as proposed. Fire risks from cigarettes and outdoor cooking would be no
different from these and other human activities that occur in and around the San Bernardino National Forest
and, as previously described, FMZswould be located on the property to provide appropriate fuel modification.
Although not anticipated with development of the site, fireworks would not be allowed without appropriate
permits, including permits from the SBCFD, which would require appropriate safety measuresto precludefire
hazards. Additionally, should any structure fire occur on the site, it is unlikely to spread to off-site areas due
to the incorporation of on-site fire protection measures (fire sprinklers, hydrants, etc.) and the FMZs located
around the buildings as described above. No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

10-49:

The Project site’s hydrologic setting is described in DREIR Subsection 3.F.1. Item C provides a discussion
regarding the Project site’s on-site hydrologic setting, which includes details of the on-site natural drainage
course (DREIR 3.F-2). Thus, the DREIR includes the hydrologic setting requested by this comment. No
revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.
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10-50:

The Project’ s Engineering Geology and Soils Investigation (DREIR Technical Appendix D) concludesthat the
groundwater at the site is anticipated to consist of insignificant amounts of perched water and limited amounts
of water within the fractures of the bedrock. Thus, the Project site does not serve as an important recharge zone
for groundwater under existing conditions. Moreover, and as discussed in DREIR Section 3.F, only
approximately 25% of the entire Project site would consist of impervious surfaces in the proposed condition.
The developed portion of the Project site would consist of 50% permeable and 50% impervious surfaces.
Initial “first flush” flowswould be directed to grassy swaleswithin the landscaped areas. Thelandscaped areas
and athletic field would act as infiltration beds to mitigate the increased runoff due to the impervious areas.
As such, no drainage outlets would be needed for these areas. These landscaped areas would facilitate the
process of groundwater recharge similar to the existing conditions before the remaining flows are conveyed to
the natural drainage system that occurs within the center of the Project site. Furthermore, the hard, non-porous
nature of the underlying bedrock at the Project site tends to abate groundwater flows, with the exception of
limited amounts of water perched over the bedrock or found within the fractures of the bedrock.

With respect to the rate of runoff, and as disclosed in DREIR Section 3.F, the total area that encompasses the
off-site and on-site drainage areas would result in aslight increase in the peak rate of runoff to 551.39 cfsfrom
550.15 cfs as compared to the undeveloped conditions, which represents a 1.24 cfs increase within the total
drainage area. This represents a nominal increase of 0.002% as compared to existing conditions and due to
the small amount, would not significantly affect groundwater recharge.

The analyses of Thresholdsc., d., and e. in DREIR Section 3.F also include an assessment of potential impacts
associated with changed drainage patterns on site. The Project would not be implemented prior to completion
of the Rimforest Storm Drain project, and the Project would have only minor changes to the site’s existing
drainage patterns. Impacts to the spring would occur as part of the Rimforest Storm Drain project, and would
be mitigated in accordance with the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR that was certified by the San
Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on May 23, 2017 (SCH No. 2015051070). Runoff would be
conveyed to bioretention basins for water quality treatment and detention prior to being discharged into the
facilities to be constructed as part of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. As documented in DREIR Section
3.C, the Project would not result in any direct or indirect impacts to gates or wetlands.

10-51:

The DREIR has been revised to indicate that the proposed Project would not be implemented prior to
completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. As discussed in FEIR Section 3.C, the Project would not
result in any impacts to jurisdictional waters or wetlands. Thus, this comment is no longer applicable to the
proposed Project.

10-52:

Asnoted in the Response to Comment 3-11, approximately 2.97 acres of the southeastern portion of the Project
site drains into the Caltrans right-of-way. With buildout of the Project, there would be 2.10 acres that would
drain to the Caltrans right-of-way. Of thisarea, 1.58 acres would remain in its natural condition. These areas
undeveloped and devel oped are shown in the Addendum to Drainage Study appended to this FEIR as Technical
Appendix F1. The commenter expresses concern that stormwater runoff from the Project could increase flow
to an area above a mapped landslide, thereby possibly increasing groundwater flow above the landslide and
increasing the landslide potential. As proposed by the Project, all collected and diverted stormwaters would be
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directed toward approved drainage devices, including the on-site bioretention basin, and would not exacerbate
the landslide potential.

10-53:

DREIR Section 3.C includes a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to biological resources, in
conformance with the requirements of CEQA. Refer to the Responses to Comments 10-54 through 10-63.

10-54:

The DREIR does not rely on outdated protocol surveys. The Project’s Habitat Assessment, dated July 2018,
isprovided as DREIR Technical Appendix C, and provides recent surveys of special status species and habitats
that are or have the potential to be located on the Project site. Focused or protocol surveysfor sensitive species
may be used to determine the presence or absence of that species within the survey boundaries. However,
there are severa species where even a strict adherence to conducting protocols surveys may not provide a
reasonable determination whether the species is present on a site or not. Such species as California tiger
salamander and Mohave ground squirrel are seldom seen either during favorable yearsand USFWS and CDFW
will often not accept negative surveys as sufficient evidence of absence from a site. Instead, these agencies
require an assumption that the speciesis present and requires project applicants to work with the agencies to
determine mitigation based on the potential presence and the quality of the existing habitat for that species on
the project site. Such is the case with SRB, an extremely secretive species that seldom emerges into open
habitat where it can be seen. Following this accepted practice of assuming presence allows mitigation to be
determined based on the suitability of onsite habitat based on the results of a suitability assessment of the site
by abiologist certified to conduct protocol surveys for that species.

Using this methodology, areas with moderate or higher quality will be assumed to be occupied and mitigated
through the acquisition of an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from CDFW. The approach of assuming presence
is commonly-accepted methodology and has been used by the County of San Bernardino and regulatory
agencies for other projectsin the area, including the deamination of potential impacts to the SRB at SkyPark
at Santa's Village for which the County of San Bernardino certified an EIR (SCH No. 2015091001) and
determined the extent of mitigation through the CDFW’s ITP process. The same practice/methodology is
appropriate for the Church of the Woods site and for determining mitigation for the loss of potentially occupied
SRB habitat; SkyPark is located within the same vicinity (approximately 2.7 miles east of the Project site) and
contains a similar environmental setting as compared to the Project site. As stated on DREIR page 3.C-20,
only low-quality SRB habitat will be removed by the Church of the Woods development. The type of
disturbance activities anticipated in FMZ 3 would be limited to the removal of dead or decaying vegetation
and tree thinning and pruning. These types of fuel management activities in low-quality SRB habitat would
not significantly impact the quality of the SRB habitat with the careful management of fuel management
disturbance activities required through the CDFW’s ITP process. Additionally, the DREIR identifies
Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b) as arequirement of the Project, discussed in further detail on DREIR page
3.C-26, which requires that all high quality and moderate quality SRB habitat be permanently preserved onsite
and managed in perpetuity by a CDFW-approved land management entity using a non-wasting endowment to
fund management activities as reviewed and approved by CDFW through the ITP process. All management
reguirements are required to be documented in a L ong-term Management Plan and submitted to CDFW as part
of the application process for the ITP. Using this clearly defined, effective, and approved methodology, the
Project’s impacts to SRB (assumed to be present) will either be avoided or minimized, and a long-term
management process put in place to provide permanent protection and in perpetuity management for
potentially SRB-occupied habitat. Other sensitive species may occur on-site, including California spotted owl
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(CS0O) and San Bernardino Flying Squirrel (SBFS), would occur within the SRB habitat and the mitigation for
the SRB also would mitigate impacts to habitat for these species. No revisions to the DREIR or DREIR
Technical Appendix C are required in order to respond to this comment.

With respect to comments related to the 2010 Draft EIR, the County is exercising the discretion authorized by
CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments made during
the public review of the 2010 Draft EIR.

10-55:

Thewildlife movement corridor in question provides movement opportunities for small and large mammalsto
traverse the San Bernardino Mountains from north to south. As described by the DREIR, this corridor, the
Strawberry Creek Corridor as designated by the San Bernardino County General Plan Open Space Element, is
outside of the boundaries of the Church of the Woods Project site. The eastern boundary of the Strawberry
Creek Corridor abuts the western boundary of the Project site, indicating minimal overlap. Given that the
Project site is surrounded by natural plant communities and forest habitat, and because the Project would
preserve the northern portions of the site, including most of the western Project boundary, as open space, it
would be expected for wildlife to occasionally utilize the Church of the Woods property. Furthermore, the
Project’ s Habitat Assessment, provided as DREIR Technical Appendix C, includes an assessment of habitats
for sensitive species, including SRB, CSO, and SBFS, and areas planned for impact by the Project generally
contain low quality habitat. Please refer also to the Response to Comment 7-14. No revisions to the DREIR
are required to respond to this comment.

10-56:

The proposed Project would not be implemented prior to completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project,
and revisions to the DREIR have been made accordingly to reflect this fact in Section F.3, Additions,
Corrections, and Revisions, of this FEIR. As documented in revised DREIR Section 3.C, the Project would
not result in any direct or indirect impactsto jurisdictional waters and wetlands, including the spring referenced
by this comment. Impacts to the spring would occur as part of the Rimforest Storm Drain project, and would
be mitigated in accordance with the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR certified by the San Bernardino County
Board of Supervisors on May 23, 2017 (SCH No. 2015051070). No revisions to the DREIR are required to
respond to this comment.

10-57:

Sensitive habitats on site were mapped as part of the Project’ sHabitat Assessment (DREIR Technical Appendix
C). Exhibit 6 of the Habitat Assessment depicts existing vegetation on site.  Exhibit 8 of the Habitat
Assessment depicts habitat suitability for the SRB, Exhibit 9 depicts the habitat suitability for the SBFS, and
Exhibit 10 shows the habitat suitability for the CSO. With respect to jurisdictional waters and wetlands, the
Project would not be implemented until completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. Assuch, the Project
would have no impacts to jurisdictional waters or wetlands, as none will occur within the impact footprint for
the Project. The proposed Project relates to the Rimforest Storm Drain project only in the sense that runoff
from the proposed bioretention basin would be conveyed into the subsurface storm drain that would be
constructed as part of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. There would be no impacts to jurisdictional waters
or wetlands as a result of this subsurface connection, which would occur within areas planned for impact by
the Project. No revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.
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10-58:

Project impacts to biological resources are evaluated in DREIR Section 3.C. Asdiscussed in Section 3.C, the
Project’ s proposed devel opment would occur within the southern and central portion of the Project site, which
would result in the direct removal of common plant communities and common plant species from these
portions of the Project site. Moreover, the DREIR discloses that the common plant community and species
present on the Project site occur in large numbers throughout the region, and impacts would be less than
significant as aresult. With respect to sensitive habitats on site, Exhibit 8 of the Habitat Assessment (DREIR
Technical Appendix C) depicts habitat suitability for the SRB, Exhibit 9 depicts the habitat suitability for the
SBFS, and Exhibit 10 shows the habitat suitability for the CSO. Asdisclosed by the DREIR, development of
the Project would result in the loss of approximately 8.64 acres of low-quality SRB habitat; approximately
2.56 acres of low-quality habitat and approximately 4.61 acres of moderate quality SBFS habitat; and
approximately 2.56 acres of low-quality habitat and approximately 4.61 acres of moderate habitat for the CSO.
DREIR Section 3.C also discloses that the Project site has alow potential to support the olive-sided flycatcher,
purple martin, long-eared owl, bald eagle, Californiamountain kingsnake, and white-eared pocket mouse. Due
to the low potential for these species to occur on site, impacts were determined to be less than significant.
Furthermore, an estimation of the number of SRB, SBFS, or CSO individuals that would be impacted by the
Project would be speculative given that the Project’s impacts are identified in the DREIR based on suitable
habitat for these species, and not based on the number of individuals occurring on site (see CEQA Guidelines
§15145). Refer aso to the Response to Comment 10-54 for an explanation of why focused protocol surveys
were not required for the Project. As such, the County finds that the DREIR properly identifies and discloses
impacts to biological resources, including sensitive habitats and sensitive animal species, and no revisions to
the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.

10-59:

Development as proposed by the Project would be concentrated in the southern portions of the Project site.
The portions of the Project site that abut the off-site Strawberry Wildlife Corridor are proposed to be preserved
as open space by the Project. Additionally, there would be large setbacks between buildings and natural open
space areas due to interna circulation and fuel management areas. As described in the Noise Impact
Assessment (DREIR Technical Appendix G), the noise levels generated from Project-related outdoor activities
would be approximately 50 dBA Leq (0ne hour) at 240 feet; therefore, long-term stationary noise from the
sportsfield would not impact sensitive habitats on or adjacent to the Project site. The Project Applicant would
be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP and WQM P as required by the County’ sNPDES permit, which
would preclude indirect impacts due to drainage or water quality. All outdoor lighting would be shielded and
directed on site in compliance with County Development Code § 83.07.040 (Glare and Outdoor Lighting —
Mountain and Desert Regions). Furthermore, San Bernardino County Code 8§ 83.10.070(b)(8) requires the
avoidance of planting invasive species near conservation areas/reserves, and other open space areas because
of the potential to cause harm to environmentally sensitive areas. As such, indirect impacts to biological
resources would be less than significant. Refer also to Responses to Comments 10-59.A through 10-59.D.

10-59.A:

In response to this comment, San Bernardino County Code § 83.10.070(b)(8) requires avoiding the planting
of invasive species near conservation areas/reserves, and other open space areas because of the potential to
cause harm to environmentally sensitive areas. In regards to seed carry, the potential for invasive vegetation
to be carried on to the Project site by vehicles and people would be no different from this same potential on all
other properties used by human activities in and around the San Bernardino National Forest. As a large
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majority of the patrons using the Project site are expected to come from the local area, there is no evidence to
suggest that development of the Project site as proposed would introduce exotic vegetation into the area from
people and vehicles carrying seed.

10-59.B:

The proposed Project would not be implemented prior to completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project.
All runoff from developed portions of the site would be conveyed to the proposed bioretention basin for
detention and water quality treatment, and would then be discharged into the subsurface storm drain line to be
constructed as part of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. Except for areas proposed for development by the
Project, there would be no changes to topography or hydrology. As previously noted and as disclosed in
DREIR Section 3.F, the total area that encompasses the off-site and on-site drainage areas would result in a
dlight increase in the peak rate of runoff to 551.39 cfs from 550.15 cfs as compared to the undeveloped
conditions, which represents a 1.24 cfsincrease. This represents a nominal increase of 0.002% as compared
to existing conditions, which is not a large enough increase to cause significant environmental effects. As
such, the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to vegetation due to alterations of existing
topography and hydrology. No revisionsto the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.

10-59.C:

As noted in the Response to Comment 10-48, the Project is designed to meet the San Bernardino County Fire
Department (SBCFD) standards for fire protection, and incorporates fuel modification zones (FMZs) that
would extend for a distance of up to 200 feet from proposed structures. The Project also would be subject to
compliance with water main, fire hydrant and fire flow standards, fire sprinklers and fire alarm system
requirements, approved emergency/evacuation road access plans, an Evacuation Plan, and a host of other
requirements to support compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, the Fire Safety (FS) Overlay, and al
applicable statutes, codes, ordinances, and conditions of the SBCFD. As such, the Project would have aless-
than-significant wildfire impact, resulting in a less-than-significant impact to wildlife caused by wildfire.

10-59.D:

No trails are proposed as part of the Project. Much of the Project site’ s open space areawill be protected by a
Conservation Easement (CE), established by several steps—selecting and quantifying the proposed
conservation area, placing a Conservation Easement (CE) over the area that will provide for its permanent
preservation, preparing a Long-term Management Plan that will be used by a CDFW approved land
management entity, and setting up a non-wasting endowment based on the required funding needed for in
perpetuity management as documented in a Property Action Report (PAR). All of these steps will be under
the direct oversight and approval of CDFW as defined by § 2081 of the California Endangered Species Act.
No significant indirect impacts associated with unauthorized trail use are expected due to the requirement for
and implementation of a Long-term Management Plan managed by a CDFW-approved management entity.

10-60:

The requirement for pre-construction surveys is standard protocol for development on sites that have the
potential to contain sensitive species, such as the Project site. Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(a) includes
enforceable measures that would be undertaken to avoid direct impacts to sensitive species that may be present
on the site. Additionally, and as noted in the Response to Comment 10-54, the DREIR relies upon a habitat
suitability assessment for determining impacts to sensitive species on the site because the species with potential
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to occur on site, including the SRB, are not always detectable during focused protocol surveys. Thus, the
DREIR conservatively assumes all moderate and high-quality habitat for SRB, SBFS, and CSO on the siteis
occupied. As disclosed by the DREIR, development of the Project would result in the remova of
approximately 8.64 acres of low-quality SRB habitat; approximately 2.56 acres of low-quality habitat and
approximately 4.61 acres of moderate quality SBFS habitat; and approximately 2.56 acres of low-quality
habitat and approximately 4.61 acres of moderate habitat for the CSO. DREIR Mitigation Measure MM
3.C1(b) requiresthe Project Applicant to provide for the permanent preservation and management in perpetuity
of 13.40 acres of onsite habitat that supports atotal of 1.65 available onsite acres of high-quality SRB habitat,
2.18 acres of moderate quality SRB habitat, and 9.57 acres of low quality SRB habitat; 5.45 acres of moderate
quality SBFS habitat and 7.95 acres of low-quality SBFS habitat; and 5.85 acres of moderate-quality CSO
habitat and 7.55 acres of low-quality CSO habitat. Areas proposed for mitigation generally contain higher-
quality habitat for the sensitive specieswith apotential to occur on site as compared to the lower-quality habitat
that would be impacted by the Project. Furthermore, before any ground-disturbing activities can occur as part
of the Project, the Project Applicant would be required to obtain an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from CDFW.
Aspart of the I TP process, CDFW will evaluate the adequacy of the Project’ s mitigation measures. The CDFW
may or may not require additional mitigation as part of the ITP process. However, because the I TP process
cannot be completed with the CDFW until after certification of the Project’ SEIR, it isnot possible at thistime
to determine what, if any, additional mitigation may result from the ITP process. Furthermore, the I TP process
isaregulatory requirement, and the commenter’ s statement that this process is deferred mitigation is specious
and without merit. Courts have consistently held that it is sufficient to articul ate specific performance criteria
and make further approvals contingent of finding away to meet them. (Rialto Citizensfor Responsible Growth
v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal .App.4™ 899, 944-945) Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b), however, goes above
and beyond even this standard, with thorough performance criteria with regard to high, moderate and low
quality habitat, the requirement for conservation easements and the consultation, coordination and approval of
CDFW.. Accordingly, the County finds that the DREIR does not defer identification of feasible mitigation
measures, but rather includes reasonable and enforceable mitigation requirements that address the Project’s
potentially significant impacts. No revisions to the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.

10-61:

As noted in the Response to Comment 10-54, the DREIR relies upon a habitat suitability assessment for
determining impacts to sensitive species on the site because the species with potential to occur on site,
including the SRB, are not always detectable during focused protocol surveys. Thus, and in accordance with
CDFW reguirements, the DREIR conservatively assumes all moderate and high-quality habitat for SRB,
SBFS, and CSO on site is occupied, and the DREIR discloses the Project’ s impacts as including impacts to
approximately 8.64 acres of low-quality SRB habitat; approximately 2.56 acres of low-quality habitat and
approximately 4.61 acres of moderate quality SBFS habitat; and approximately 2.56 acres of low-quality
habitat and approximately 4.61 acres of moderate habitat for the CSO. Thus, the analysis of the Project’s
potential impacts is not deferred. Furthermore, the requirement for pre-construction surveys is standard
protocol for development on sites that have the potential to contain sensitive species, such as the Project site,
and is a separate requirement from the Project’s required ITP process with the CDFW. As noted in the
Response to Comment 10-60, as part of the ITP process CDFW will evauate the adequacy of the Project’s
mitigation measures. The CDFW may or may not require additional mitigation as part of the ITP process.
However, because the I TP process cannot be completed with the CDFW until after certification of the Project’s
EIR, it is not possible at this time to determine what, if any, additional mitigation may result from the ITP
process. It should be noted that any such additional mitigation would not need to occur on site, but rather
could occur at an appropriate off-site location as may be required by the CDFW. Thus, no redesign of the
Project would be needed as part of the I TP process.
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10-62:

The DREIR has been revised to indicate that the proposed Project would not be implemented until the
Rimforest Storm Drain project iscomplete. Assuch, Mitigation Measure MM-3.C2(c) has been removed from
the DREIR as it is no longer applicable to the proposed Project. CEQA requires the Lead Agency to impose
feasible mitigation even when the mitigation would not reduce a project’s impacts to less-than-significant
levels. The DREIR relies on mitigation measures that reduce the Project’s impacts either to less-than-
significant levels or to the maximum feasible extent, as required by CEQA. Furthermore, the DREIR does not
solely rely on regulatory requirements except where those regulatory requirements have been demonstrated by
the DREIR to reduce Project impacts to less-than-significant levels. No revisions to the DREIR are required
to respond to this comment.

10-63:

DREIR Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b) requires that the 13.40 acres of onsite habitat to be preserved shall
be maintained through the recordation of a CDFW-approved conservation easement, requires the selection of
a CDFW-approved conservation management entity, and requires the funding of a“non-wasting” endowment
that provides for the costs associated with any initial improvements and management actions as defined in the
Long-Term Management Plan. Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b) provides specific performance-based criteria
that will ensure the long-term conservation of the 13.40 acres of the site. It is not necessary to identify the
specific entity that would be responsible for maintenance, as any such entities would require approval from
CDFW. Itisaso not necessary to identify the costs of establishing or maintaining the endowment that would
be required, as Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b) is clear in requiring that the endowment must be “non-
wasting,” meaning that available funds for maintenance shall not be depleted over time. The conservation of
the northern portions of the Project site, including areas that abut the Strawberry Creek Corridor, would not
result in impacts related to fragmentation and development edge, as these areas would abut natural open space
areas to the north and west. The purpose of the conservation easement is to preserve the northern portions of
the site as open space in perpetuity in order to provide habitat for sensitive species with a potential to occur on
site. For thesereasons, Mitigation Measure MM-3.C1(b) isnot deferred mitigation as alleged by thiscomment.

10-64:

The DREIR’s significance determinations regarding cumulative impacts were not based on whether the
Project’ simpactswould belessthan significant on aproject-level basis. Onthe contrary, while DREIR Section
3.C concludes that the Project would result in less-than-significant direct impacts to SRB, SBFS, and CSO
habitat following the incorporation of mitigation measures, DREIR Section 3.C concludes that the Project’s
impacts to SRB, SBFS, and CSO habitat would be cumulatively considerable and unavoidable even with
incorporation of the required mitigation. Thus, the allegation that the DREIR based its cumulative impact
conclusions on whether the Project would result in significant environmental effectsisincorrect. With respect
to DREIR Section 3.D, Geology and Soils, the cumulative impact analysis demonstrates that the only potential
cumul atively-considerable impact is associated with erosion, as al other thresholds under this topic relate to
site-specific conditions. The analysis in DREIR Section 3.D properly relies upon mandatory regulatory
compliance with the County’s NPDES permit in concluding that impacts due to erosion would be less than
significant, as the NPDES program was specifically established to reduce water quality impacts, including
sedimentation, associated with new and on-going developments. Similar considerations apply to the issue of
water quality in DREIR Section 3.F, because all cumulative developments within the Project’s watershed
would be required to prepare and implement a WQMP and SWPPP in order to comply with the County’s
NPDES permit. Under CEQA, compliance with applicable regulatory standards can provide a basis for

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
Page FEIR-171



I Church of the Woods
.D Final Environmental Impact Report F.0 Final EIR

determining that the project will not have a significant environmental impact. (Tracy First v City of Tracy
(2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 912.) Additionally, the cumulative impact analysis in DREIR subsection 3.F.7 with
respect to water supply is not based on regulatory compliance, but is instead based on the CLAWA UWMP,
and demonstrates that the water demand created by the identified cumulative projects in addition to the
proposed Project would be within the anticipated supply to be provided by CLAWA. As such, the County
finds that the DREIR’ s analysis of cumulatively-considerable impacts fully complies with the requirements of
CEQA.

10-65:

Refer to Response to Comment 10-64. The cumulative projects that were known to the County at the time that
environmental analysis commenced for the proposed Project are listed in Table 3.0-1 of the DREIR. The
County is not aware of a discretionary application for development that has been filed with the County for a
project in Blue Jay.

10-66:

The DREIR has been revised to indicate that the Project would not be implemented prior to completion of the
Rimforest Storm Drain project. Impacts associated with the Rimforest Storm Drain project were evaluated in
the Rimforest Storm Drain Project EIR (SCH No. 2015051070), and the Rimforest Storm Drain project would
be required to implement all mitigation measures identified in the EIR for that project, certified by the San
Bernardino County Board of Supervisorson May 23, 2017. Itisunclear from thiscomment how the Rimforest
Storm Drain project and the proposed Project could result in cumulatively-considerable impacts to hydrology
or water quality. The Rimforest Storm Drain project is intended to accommodate drainage flows from the
surrounding area, inclusive of the Project site. The Project would convey drainage to a proposed on-site
bioretention basin, which would then discharge into a storm drain to be constructed as part of the Rimforest
Storm Drain project. Asdocumented in DREIR Section 3.F, with implementation of the Project the total area
that encompasses the off-site and on-site drainage areas would result in a slight increase in the peak rate of
runoff to 551.39 cfs from 550.15 cfs as compared to the undeveloped conditions, which represents a 1.24 cfs
increase within the total drainage area. This represents anominal increase of 0.002% as compared to existing
conditions. Thus, any cumulatively-considerable impacts associated with hydrology or drainage would be less
than significant.

10-67:

Commenter is referred to the previous Responses to Comments regarding the adequacy of the DREIR’s
analysis and description of the proposed Project. As noted, the County finds that the DREIR’ s description of
the Project and its attendant impacts fully comply with the requirements of CEQA. This comment does not
identify any way in which the alternatives analysis presented in the DREIR isinadequate. Assuch, no revisions
to the DREIR are required to respond to this comment.

10-68:

Commenter is referred to the analysis presented in DREIR Section 3.C, which concludes that the Project’s
impacts to southern rubber boa, San Bernardino flying squirrel, and California spotted owl habitat would be
significant and unavoidable on a cumulative basis. The Project’s unavoidable cumulatively-considerable
impacts are in fact discussed in the analysis presented in DREIR Section 4.0. The DREIR presents two
alternativesthat would reduce these potential impacts as compared to the proposed Project, which areidentified
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as Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative and Alternative 3: Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design
Alternative. Additionally, DREIR Section 4.0 includes a discussion of alternative sites that were considered
in the analysis, and were rejected for the reasons cited in the DREIR. Additionally, DREIR Section 3.E,
Hazards, appropriately concludes that the Project’ simpacts due to wildland fire hazards and evacuation routes
would be less than significant; thus, an analysis of an alternative that reduces such impacts is not required
under CEQA. Regardless, both the No Project/No Build Alternative and Alternative Reduced
Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative would serve to reduce or avoid the Project’ s less-than-significant
impacts due to wildland fire hazards and emergency evacuations.

10-69:

The underlying purpose of the Project Applicant isto develop the property with church and recreational uses.
Assuch, it isappropriate to identify the Applicant’ sfundamental goal as an alternative to the proposed Project,
asisthe case with Objective A. Objective A does not preclude the evaluation of alternatives; rather, it limits
the range of alternativesthat can be considered to those that would achieve the Applicant’ s underlying purpose
to develop the property with church and recreational uses. In particular, the Reduced Project/Alternative Site
Design Alternative (Alternative 3) considers development of the site in an aternative configuration while still
providing for church and recreational uses. Additionally, Objective G was identified merely to ensure that the
Project does not result in conflicts with the Rimforest Storm Drain project, and there are any number of
aternatives that could be considered that are consistent with the Rimforest Storm Drain project. Accordingly,
the County findsthat the DREIR’ slist of objectiveswere not narrowly construed and allowed for consideration
of areasonable range of alternativesthat would achieve the Applicant’ sunderlying purpose. Furthermore, this
comment does not identify any alternatives to the proposed Project that were not considered based on the
Project’ s statement of objectives. Assuch, no revisionsto the DREIR arerequired to respond to this comment.

10-70:

DREIR Section 4.0, Alter natives, provides analysis of three Project alternatives, which include the following:
No Project/No Build Alternative, No Project/Feasible Development Alternative, and Reduced
Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative. Both the No Project/Feasible Development Alternative and
Reduce Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative would involve development of the Project site. The
commenter fails to provide any feasible alternatives that would reduce the Project’s impacts. The DREIR
includes areasonable range of alternatives that would reduce or avoid the Project’ s significant and unavoidable
impacts to biological resources, land use, noise, and transportation/circulation, and the range of alternatives
presented would foster informed decision making in full compliance with CEQA. No revisionsto the DREIR
arerequired in order to respond to this comment.

10-71:

DREIR Section 4.0 includes adiscussion of aternative sitesthat were considered for analysis but wererejected
from consideration for the reasons stated therein. Additionally, the use of existing sports facilities would not
meet the Project’ s underlying purpose to devel op the site with both church and recreational uses. No revisions
to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.

10-72:

The Grandview facility is not owned or controlled by the Project Applicant, nor does the Project Applicant
have the reasonabl e ability to acquire the Grandview facility becauseit is not for sale.
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10-73:

The DREIR contains a reasonable range of aternatives, including the following: No Project/No Build
Alternative, No Project/Feasible Development Alternative, and Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design
Alternative. CEQA does not require an analysis of every conceivable alternative, but rather requires the
consideration of areasonable range of aternatives. The DREIR doesinclude two “build” aternatives, the No
Project/Feasible Development Alternative, and the Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative. The
commenter correctly states that rural sports and recreation are not permitted within the Community Industrial
zone as a primary use; however, the Project’s proposed sports field is an accessory use, which would be
permitted following the submittal and approval of a Site Plan Permit. Additionally, according to San
Bernardino County Development Code § 84.01.020, whenever accessory uses are questioned, the Director
shall be responsible for determining if a proposed accessory use meets the criteria within Chapter 84 of the
Development Code. Furthermore, the DREIR has been revised to indicate that the proposed Project would not
be implemented prior to completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. As such, the Project would have
no impacts due to “filling drainage channels.” The alternatives considered in the DREIR provide a sufficient
range of alternatives to allow County decisionmakers to evaluate the merits of the proposed Project given
constraints such as biological resources and emergency access routes.

10-74:

Refer to the Responses to Comments 10-70 through 10-73. This comment letter does not identify any
aternatives that would serve to reduce or substantialy avoid the Project’s significant impacts to the
environment or that are substantially different from the alternatives studied in the DREIR. The County finds
that the DREIR contains areasonabl e range of alternativesthat will foster informed decision making regarding
the Project’s potential impacts and alternatives that may reduce or avoid such impacts. No revisions to the
DREIR arerequired in order to respond to this comment.

10-75:

The County appreciates this comment letter, but finds that the DREIR isfundamentally and basically adequate
and that the DREIR’s findings with respect to the Project’s potential to result in significant environmental
effects are supported by substantial evidence. Refer also to theindividual responses to the commentsincluded
in this letter.

ATTACHMENTSA AND B

The County provided notice that it was exercising the discretion authorized by CEQA Guidelines 8
15088.5(f)(1), specifically stating that it will not be responding to comments made during the public review of
the 2010 Draft EIR. Accordingly, the County need not respond to any comments made in these attachments.
ATTACHMENT C

10C-1:

Comment acknowledged. For the reasons stated in the responses to the individual comments raised by this
comment letter, the County finds that the DREIR adequately addresses and mitigates impacts to the

environment that would result from implementation of the proposed Project, and further findsthat the DREIR’ s
discussion of the environmental baseline sufficiently complies with CEQA.
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10C-2:

The DREIR has been revised to indicate that the proposed Project would not be implemented until after
completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain project. Asaresult, and as documented in the revised DREIR, the
proposed Project would not result in any impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Any impacts to
jurisdictional waters and wetlands resulting from the Rimforest Storm Drain project would be mitigated in
accordance with the EIR prepared for that project certified by the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors
on May 23, 2017 (SCH No. 2015051070). No revisions to the DREIR are required in order to respond to this
comment.

10C-3:

The Rimforest Storm Drain project, which encompasses physical disturbance areas both within and outside of
the Project site, will permanently impact all jurisdictional areas within the Project site that would have been
impacted by the Church of the Woods Project had the Church of the Woods Project been undertaken in advance
of the Storm Drain project. This would include 0.05-acre of Corps/’ RWQCB jurisdiction waters and
approximately 0.10-acre of CDFW jurisdiction waters. Following completion of the Rimforest Storm Drain
project, there will no longer be any jurisdictional waters on the Project site that could be impacted by the
Church of the Woods project, because the drainage will be redirected into an underground 72-inch storm drain
by the Rimforest Storm Drain project. Any riparian habitats associated with this drainage that could have been
impacted by Church of the Woods will have already been permanently impacted and mitigated for by the
Rimforest Storm Drain project. Because the Project would not be implemented prior to completion of the
Rimforest Storm Drain project, and because all jurisdictional waters that could be impacted would be
eliminated from the site by the Rimforest Storm Drain project, the Project would not have any impacts on
jurisdictional waters or wetlands.

10C-4:

The DREIR appropriately discloses the Project’s potential impacts to biological resources, including
jurisdictional drainages. As noted previously, the Rimforest Storm Drain project will permanently impact all
jurisdictional areas within the Project’s development footprint, which include 0.05-acre of Corps/RWQCB
jurisdiction waters and approximately 0.10-acre of CDFW jurisdiction waters. The Project proposes to
concentrate development in the southern portions of the property, leaving the northern portions of the site as
natural preserved open space. Because of this open space buffer, and because all of the Project’ s runoff would
be conveyed towards the south and away from the open space areas to the north, the Project would have no
potential to impact any off-site drainages or springs that may be located to the north.

10C-5:

The DREIR describes groundwater conditions at the site based on a site-specific study prepared by LOR
Geotechnical Group, Inc., which is included as Technical Appendix D1 to the DREIR. Furthermore, this
comment does not identify any deficiencies in the DREIR’s analysis of potential impacts to groundwater
supply or quality, as disclosed in DREIR Section 3.F under the analysis of Threshold b. Refer also to the
Response to Comment 10-50. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond to this comment.
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10C-6:

The commenter incorrectly characterizesthe groundwater conditions. According to the Project’ scivil engineer
(LOR) and based on the geotechnical investigation (DREIR Technical Appendix D) prepared for the Project in
2001 by LOR, groundwater israrely present within the onsite alluvium mentioned. LOR’ s site excavations and
those conducted by Hilltop Geotechnical (personal communication between LOR and Hilltop) did not
encounter groundwater within any of the site materials and evidence indicative of past shallow groundwater
conditions was not observed. Groundwater is anticipated to be fairly deep at the site and generally within the
bedrock. Typically, springsin this area emanate from the bedrock along fractures where they intersect with
the surface. The County is not of the opinion that not reporting about the presence of a potentia alluvial
aquifer and its interaction with surface water (i.e., perennial flow) and/or the spring is an incomplete
characterization of site conditions because it does not appear that there is an aluvial aquifer within the site.
Additionally, the proposed Project would not be implemented until after the completion of the County’s
Rimforest Storm Drain project and, as such, there would be no natural drainagesin the Project’s devel opment
footprint or the Project to impact. Refer to Response to Comment 10-50 for information regarding the Project’ s
impacts to groundwater and groundwater recharge. No revisionsto the DREIR are required in order to respond
to this comment.

10C-7:

Please refer to Response to Comment 3-11.

10C-8:

The Purchase Agreement between Church of the Woods and the County related to the land that Church of the
Woods conveyed to the County for the Rimforest Storm Drain Project documents that the Rimforest Storm
Drain project will accept runoff from the proposed Project without further mitigation (8 11, Paragraph 1). This
issue aso is addressed in the Rimforest Storm Drain EIR (SCH No. 2015051070).

10C-9:

Comment acknowledged; no response necessary.

10C-10:

References and figures included in this letter are acknowledged. Refer to the individual responses to the
commentsincluded in this letter, above.

10C-11:

Commenter’ sresume is acknowledged. No response is necessary.
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ATTACHMENT A
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ATTACHMENT B
REVISED WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN CALCULATIONS AND SITE PLAN












ATTACHMENT C
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT REVISED EIR
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Table 3.1-2 Existing Intersection Levels of Service

Source: (Tranglutions, Inc., 2018, Table D)
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Table 3.I-4 Opening Year (2018) Intersection Levels of Service

Without Project With Project
LOS Saturday Peak Hour | Sunday Peak Hour | Saturday Peak Hour | Sunday Peak Hour | Project
Intersection Standard Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Impact
1 . Crest Forest Drive/State Route 18 D TWSC 185 c 18.8 C 20.1 c 204 c NO
2 . Lake Gregory Drive/State Route 189 D TWSC 16.8 c 133 B 18.7 c 14.3 B NO
3 . Lake Gregory Drive/State Route 18 D Signal 234 C 235 C 2386 C 232 Cc NO
4 . Bear Springs Road/State Route 18 D TWSC 409 E “| 309 D 63.2 F | 470 E * YES
5 . Project Driveway/State Route 18 D Signal Future Infersection 16.0 B 170 B NO
6 . Lake Farest Drive/Grass Valley Road c TWSC 99 A 10.8 B 99 A 106 B NO
7 . State Route 189/Grass Valley Road D TWSC 171 c 157 C 196 c 179 c NO
& . Daley Ganyon Road/State Route 189 D AWSC 18.1 c 134 B 292 D 176 C NO
9 . Daley Canyon Road/Daley Canyon Access Road C TWSC 114 B 108 B 12.5 B 12.1 B NO
10 . Daley Canyon Road/State Route 18 D TWSC 13.5 B 16.5 c 17.0 c 20.7 D NO
11 . Daley Canyon Access Road/State Route 18 D TWSC 23 c 18.0 c 272 D 214 c NO
12 . Bay Road/State Route 189 D AWSC 13.3 B 104 B 14.8 B 1.2 B NO
13 . Bay Road/litfle Bear Road c TWSC 97 A 99 A 98 A 101 B NO
14 . Rocky Point Road/State Route 189 D TWSC 116 B 101 B 11.2 B 9.8 A NO
15 . Greenway Drive/State Route 189 D TWSC 15.8 c 95 A 16.9 c 116 B NO
16 . State Route 173/Crest Estates Drive D TWSC 9.8 A 11.2 B 1.3 B M7 B NO
17 . State Route 173/State Route 18 D TWSC 234 c 139 B 287 D 153 c NO
18 . Pine Avenue/State Route 18 D TWSC 329 D 276 D 38.7 E | 326 D YES
Notes:
* Exceeds LOS Standard
TWSC = Two-Way Stop Confrol; For TWSC intersections, reported delay is for worst-case approachimovement.
\‘ LOE = Level of Service
Without Project With Project
\ LOS Saturday Peak Hour | Sunday Peak Hour | Saturday Peak Hour | Sunday Peak Project
Intersection Standard Control Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay_~"10S Impact
1. Crest Forest Drive/State 8§ D TWSC 18.5 c 188 c 201 c 4 c NO
2 . Lake Gregory Drive/State Route D TWSC 16.8 Cc 133 B 18.7 143 B NO
3. Lake Gregory Drive/State Route 18 D Signal 234 C 235 c . C 22 c NO
4 . Bear Springs Road/State Route 18 D TWSC 409 E *1 309 D 63.2 F 470 E *I NO
5 . Project Driveway/State Route 18 \D\ Signal Future Intersection 16.0 B 17.0 B NO
6 . Lake Forest Drive/Grass Valley Road c \6%\ 9.9 A g B 99 A 106 B NO
7 . State Route 189/Grass Valley Road D TWS . 15.7 C 196 c 179 c NO
8 . Daley Canyon Road/State Route 189 D AWSC 134 B 292 D 176 c NO
9 . Daley Canyon Road/Daley Canyon Access Road C TWSC . B 125 B 121 B NO
10 . Daley Canyon Road/State Route 18 D )MB( 135 B C 17.0 C BT D NO
11 . Daley Canyon Access Road/State Route 18 D TWSC 22.3 G C 27.2 D 214 c NO
12 . Bay Road/State Route 189 / AWSC 133 B 148 B 1.2 B NO
13 . Bay RoadiLittle Bear Road C TWSC 97 A 8 A 10.1 B NO
14 . Rocky Point Road/State Route 189 D TWSC 116 B 1 B 98 A NO
15 . Greenway Drive/State Route D TWSC 15.8 c 16.9 11.6 B NO
16 . State Route 173/Cr ates Drive D TWSC 9.8 A 113 B B NO
17 . State Rout tate Route 18 D TWSC 234 c 287 D 15.3 NO
18 . Pi nue/State Route 18 D TWSC 329 D 387 E * 326 D {

Notes:

* Exceeds LOS Standard
TWSC = Two-Way Stop Control; For TWSC intersections, reported delay is for worst-case approachimovement.
LOS = Level of Service

Source: (Tranglutions, Inc., 2018, Table E)
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C. Biological Resources

Under this alternative, no construction activities would occur on the Project site. As such, there would be no
direct impacts to jurisdietional-waters-southern rubber boa habitat, San Bernardino flying squirrel that were
identified for the proposed Project. In addition, significant unavoidable cumulative impacts on the southern
rubber boa and the San Bernardino flying squirrel would be avoided under this alternative. Therefore, impacts
to biological resources would be avoided under this alternative.

D. Geology and Soils

Under this alternative, grading activities, soil erosion, and exposure of people and structures to potential
seismic and landslide activities would not occur. Although these impacts would occur under the proposed
Project, they would be less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
Subsection 3.D of thisREIR. Nevertheless, geology and soilsimpacts would be reduced under this alternative
than those identified for the proposed Project.

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Under this alternative, demand on fire protection services and water systems (to meet fire flow requirements)
would be avoided. In addition, this aternative would have no effect on emergency access and evacuation.
Although development of the proposed Project would increase demand for fire protection services and
infrastructure and potentialy expose people and structures to wildland fire hazards, these impacts would be
less than significant with adherence to standard and non-standard conditions of approval imposed by the Crest
Forest Fire Protection District (CFFPD). Nonetheless, these impactsidentified for the proposed Project would
be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative.

F. Hydroloqy, Water Quality, and Water Supply

In contrast to the proposed Project, under this alternative, potential impacts on hydrology and drainage, water
supply, and water quality would not occur. Erosion, surface water runoff, and water quality impacts from
construction and operation impacts would be avoided. Furthermore, no additional water demand would be
generated. Although impacts related to hydrology, water quality, and water supply were considered less than
significant for the proposed Project, these impacts would be less under the No Project/No Build Alternative.

G. Land Use

Under this alternative, the Project site would remain in its existing condition as undeveloped, forested land
with hilly to steep terrain. Asthere would be no development at the Project site there would be no requirement
for aconditional use permit under the No Project/No Build Alternative. Therefore, impacts related to land use
issues would be less under this alternative than those identified for the proposed Project.

H. Noise

Under this alternative, construction and devel opment of the proposed Project would not occur. Asthere would
be no operation of construction equipment on the Project site, this alternative would avoid the significant
unavoidable construction noise impacts as well as the less-than-significant operational noise impacts that

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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have slopes less than 1%, thereby meeting the minimum lot size requirements of the IC District. Both areas
within the Project site that would have a slope of less than 10% occur along the southern boundary of the
Project site, just north of Highway 18. It isalso estimated for purposes of this analysis and based on the type
of land use subject to a Minor Use Permit that the maximum building area would not exceed 10,000 square
feet of manufacturing or warehouse use and that the development would occur within 5.0 acres in the
southern/central portion of the Project site.

4.2.2 |MPACT ANALYSIS
A. Aesthetics

Under this alternative only 5.0 acres would be devel oped with amanufacturing or warehouse use, reducing the
amount of grading, tree removal and building coverage that would occur in comparison to the proposed project.
Depending on the final site design, these uses may not be visible from Highway 18 (a scenic highway).
However, some grading would be required to provide site access that would be visible from Highway 18.
Although manufacturing or warehouse operations are required to be fully screened or enclosed, and although
this structure would be constructed within a smaller devel opment envelope compared to the proposed Project,
the nature of the manufacturing/warehouse use combined with the location of the development adjacent to
Highway 18 could result in an increase in the potential for a significant visual impact. Therefore, aesthetic
impacts would be greater under this aternative.

B. Air Quality

Under the proposed Project, impacts associated with air quality would be less than significant during Project
construction and operation. The implementation of this alternative would result in a reduction in construction
emissions due to the reduction of the amount of grading that would be required as well as the reduction of the
duration of construction activities that would occur compared to the larger proposed Project. Asaresult, this
alternative would incrementally reduce the proposed Project’s less-than-significant construction air quality
emissions. Similarly, the less-than-significant operational emissionsidentified for the proposed Project would
be incrementally reduced under this alternative, due to a smaller building area and fewer vehicular trips
associated with the land use. However, a manufacturing or warehouse use would change the vehicle fleet mix
and generate additional heavy-duty truck trips, thereby increasing diesel PM1o and PM2s emissions. In
addition, a warehouse or manufacturing use could potentially introduce other sources of toxic air emissions,
resulting in greater air toxic operation impacts than identified for the proposed Project. A manufacturing or
warehouse use could also result in odor impacts, which were not identified for the proposed Project.
Considering all of the above, overall construction and operation air quality impacts associated with the No
Project/Feasible Development Alternative would be less than identified for the proposed Project, primarily due
to the reduced Project size.

C. Biological Resources

Under thisalternative, development of the sitewould be limited to five acres. Therefore, based on the reduction
in the amount of land that would be physically disturbed by the implementation of this aternative, this

alternative would reduce or avoid the-significanttmpacts—tojurisdictional—waters—and-the cumulatively

considerable significant and unavoi dable impacts to southern rubber boa habitat, and the San Bernardino flying
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squirrel that wereidentified for the proposed Project. Accordingly, the overall impacts on biological resources
would be less under this alternative than identified for the proposed Project.

D. Geology and Soils

This alternative would involve construction of a 10,000 square foot building on 5.0 acres for manufacturing or
warehouse use. Compared to the proposed Project, this alternative would reduce the area of site disturbance
and number of people and structures exposed to potential geologic hazards and would avoid development
within the small landslide areain the southeastern portion of the site. Therefore, this aternative would further
reduce the less-than-significant geology and soils impacts and avoid a potentially significant impact related to
landslides and slope stability identified for the proposed Project.

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This alternative would reduce demand on fire protection services and water systems due to the reduced size
and intensity of development. However, this aternative would still be located in a high fire hazard areaand a
manufacturing or warehouse use could introduce new sources of flammable materials and potentially increase
fire hazard. Similar to the proposed Project, these impacts would be less than significant with adherence to
standard and non-standard conditions of approval imposed by the CFFPD.

F. Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply

Under this alternative, potential impacts on hydrology and drainage, water supply, and water quality would be
reduced compared to the proposed Project. Erosion, surface water runoff, and water quality impacts from
constructl on and operatl on Woul d bereduced dueto the smaller areaof site disturbance and impervious surface.

\ A A voided: Water demand associated with the
reduced bUIIdI ng size and manufacturlng use could be smllar or greater than the proposed Project, but is
expected to be within Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency projections. Therefore, impacts associated
with hydrology would be less than significant and less than the proposed Project. However, similar to the
proposed Project, compliance with regulatory requirements for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES), Regiona Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and County of San Bernardino would
ensure that these impacts would be less than significant.

G. Land Use

Under this aternative, development would be limited to a 10,000 square foot manufacturing or warehouse
building on 5.0 acres. Development of this alternative would require a Minor Use Permit. Approva of a
Minor Use Permit would require the following findings: the size and shape of the site is adequate for the
proposed use; the site has adequate access; the proposed use would not have a substantial adverse effect on
abutting property; the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan; there is supporting infrastructure to
accommodate the proposed development; the lawful conditions stated in the approval are deemed necessary to
protect the public health and general welfare; and the site has the potential for the use of solar energy systems
and passive heating and cooling. Additional findings are aso required before approving a Minor Use Permit:
that standards or conditions would adequately mitigate environmental impacts; the Project does not include
phased development; and the Project is not likely to result in controversy.

Lead Agency: County of San Bernardino SCH No. 2004031114
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Less than significant operational emissions identified for the proposed Project would be further reduced under
this alternative, due to the reduction in building area and fewer vehicle trips. Therefore, construction and
operation air quality impacts associated with the Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative would
be less than identified for the proposed Project.

C. Biological Resources

Under this alternative, development of the site would be limited to 20.34-acres and would reduce the amount
of disturbance of vegetation within an approximately 200-foot setback along Highway 18. Therefore, this
alternative would reduce impacts on jurisdictional-waters-southern rubber boa habitat, and the San Bernardino
flying squirrel that were identified for the proposed Project. Although disturbance of these habitats would be
reduced or avoided, compared to the proposed Project, the loss of habitat would still be considered a
cumulatively considerable significant unavoidable impact. Overall impacts on biological resources would be
less under this aternative than identified for the proposed Project.

D. Geology and Soils

This aternative would reduce the overall grading and disturbance of the site and reduce the number of people
and structures exposed to potential geologic hazards compared to the proposed Project. Grading within an
approximately 200 foot setback along Highway 18 would be limited to the construction of the entry and
emergency access roads. Assuch, thisalternative would avoid a potentially significant impact associated with
development within the small landslide area that would occur under the proposed Project. This aternative
would further reduce the less-than-significant geology and soils impacts associated with seismicity,
liquefaction, settlement, soil expansiveness, and soil erosion that were identified for the proposed Project.

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This alternative would reduce demand on fire protection services and water systems due to the reduced size of
the larger buildings and intensity of development on the Project site. However, like the proposed Project, this
alternative could potentially expose people and structures to wildland fire hazards. Similar to the proposed
Project, these impacts would be less than significant with adherence to standard and non-standard conditions
of approval imposed by the SBCFD.

F. Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply

Under this alternative, potential impacts on hydrology and drainage, water supply, and water quality would be
reduced compared to the proposed Project. Erosion, surface water runoff, and water quality impacts from
construction and operation would be reduced due to the reduction in the area of site disturbance and
corresponding decrease in the amount of impervious surface. Due to the reduced building area and
congregation water demand would also be reduced compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed
Project, compliance with regulatory requirements would ensure that impacts on water quality would be less
than significant. Overall, impacts associated with hydrology would be less than significant and less than the
proposed Project.
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Project beings to contribute traffic to the affected facilities. Accordingly, under the Opening Year (2018)
scenario, the Project’ s direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to the State Highway facilities would be
significant and unavoidable.

5.1.4 LAND Use

The Project would result in an inconsistency with San Bernardino General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 and Lake
Arrowhead Community Plan Policy LA.CI 1.1 due to the Project’ s significant and unavoidabl e transportation
and circulation impacts identified above. The Project would incorporate the mitigation measures identified in
DREIR Section 3.1; however, impactswould remain significant and unavoidable. Because General Plan Policy
M/CI 1.1 addresses this issue and a significant and unavoidable land use impact is identified, this conclusion
duplicates the impacts identified in DREIR Section 3.1.

5.2 REeASONS WHY THE PROJECT IS BEING PROPOSED, NOTWITHSTANDING SIGNIFICANT
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

In addition to identification of the Project’s significant unavoidable impacts, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.2(b) also requires that the reasons why the Project is being proposed, notwithstanding these impacts, be
described. The reasonswhy this particular Project has been proposed are grounded in a comprehensive listing
of Project objectives included in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of this Draft DREIR. In general, the
objectives of the proposed Project are to expand the existing Church of the Woods facilities to relieve space
constraints; meet present and anticipated congregational needs for worship services, bible study, socia
gatherings, and recreational activities; provide meeting, and recreational facilities for local public and private
organizations; retain 49.9% of the site as natural open space; and incorporate energy reduction, sustainable
building practices, and water conservation into Project design and operation.

5.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) indicates that “[u]ses of nhonrenewable resources during the initial and
continued phases of the Project may beirreversible since alarge commitment of such resources makes removal
or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to
similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the Project.
Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is
justified.”

The Project would necessarily consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This
consumption would occur during the construction phase of the Project and would continue throughout its
operational lifetime. The proposed devel opment would require acommitment of resources that would include:
(2) building materials; (2) fuel and operational materials/resources; and (3) the transportation of goods and
people to and from the Project site. Construction of the Project would require the consumption of resources
that are not replenishable or which may renew so slowly asto be considered non-renewable. These resources
would include the following construction supplies: certain types of lumber and other forest products; aggregate
materials used in concrete and asphalt such as sand, gravel, and stone; metals such as steel, copper, and lead;
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6.0 REFERENCES

6.1 DocuMENTS APPENDED To THIS DREIR

Thefollowing reports, studies, and supporting documentation were used in preparing the Church of the Woods
Draft Revised EIR and are bound separately as Technical Appendices. A copy of the Technical Appendices
isavailable for review at the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department, located at 385 North
Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92415.

Appendix A Notice of Preparation and Initial Study, Notice of Preparation Comments, Previous Staff
Report, and Additional Comments

Appendix B Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis
Appendix C  Habitat Assessment

Appendix D1 Geotechnical Update Report

Appendix D2 Earthwork Analysis Report

Appendix E1 Evacuation Plan (Revised April 2019)

Appendix E2 Fuel Modification Plan
Appendix F Drainage Study and Additional Water Supply Information

Appendix F1 Addendum to Drainage Study

Appendix G Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
Appendix H  Traffic Impact Analysis and Supplemental Correspondence

Appendix | Updated Water Will Serve Letter

DOCUMENTSINCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

The following reports, studies, and supporting documentation were used in the preparation of this DREIR and
are incorporated by reference within this DREIR. A copy of the following reports, studies, and supporting
documentation is a matter of public record and is generally available to the public at the location listed below
and also are available for review at the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department, located at
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92415..

Blaney, Megan, Public Information Officer, Office of Emergency Services, telephone conversation, June 23,
2009.

Cdifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.
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